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Table O-1. Bird Point Count Survey Data—Farmington Field Office

Species Spring
1999

Spring
2000

Spring
2001**

Spring
2002**

Winter
1999

Winter
2000

Winter
2001**

Winter
2002**

American Kestrel 1 1 2 5 1 1

American Robin 5 4 5 3 7 10

Ash-Throated Flycatcher 11 64 61 46

Bewick’s Wren 17 46 50 44 1 2 2

Black-Billed Magpie 9 13 2 11

Black-Chinned Hummingbird 1 4 1

Black-Headed Grosbeak 5 36 15 17

Black-Throated Gray Warbler 1 10 5

Blue-Gray Gnatcatcher 5 2 4 11

Brewer’s Blackbird 12 1

Brewer’s Sparrow 9 21 18 8

Broad-Tailed Hummingbird 6 5 2

Brown-Headed Cowbird 1 11 18 36

Bullock’s Oriole 2 1 1

Bushtit 12 20 25 2 10 10

Canyon Wren 1 1 2

Cassin’s Kingbird 8 15 5

Cedar Waxwing 22 33

Chipping Sparrow 10 24 32 31

Cliff Swallow 12 1 4 7

Common Nighthawk 36 1 2

Common Raven 10 6 63 13 8 30 14
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Species Spring
1999

Spring
2000

Spring
2001**

Spring
2002**

Winter
1999

Winter
2000

Winter
2001**

Winter
2002**

Cooper’s Hawk 1 1

Dark-Eyed Junco 41 8 21 30 22 55

Downy Woodpecker 2 1

European Starling 1

Evening Grosbeak 5

Gambel’s Quail 6 11 1

Golden Eagle 1 1 1 1 1 4 5 1

Gray Flycatcher 32 41 19 34

Gray Vireo 15 23 18 24

Hairy Woodpecker 2 4 2 2

Horned Lark 260 46 106 45 23 4

House Finch 38 33 49 43 4 9 6 14

House Wren 1

Indigo Bunting 1

Juniper Titmouse 45 18 19 13 12 8 3

Kildeer 1 9 2

Lark Bunting 5 2 17

Lark Sparrow 4 19 36 21

Lazuli Bunting 1

Lesser Goldfinch 30 3 23 14

Loggerhead Shrike 2 1 5 1 1 1

Long-Eared Owl 1

Mountain Bluebird 45 20 19 18 563*
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Species Spring
1999

Spring
2000

Spring
2001**

Spring
2002**

Winter
1999

Winter
2000

Winter
2001**

Winter
2002**

Mountain Chickadee 40 11 12 8 14 8 6

Mouring Dove 33 100 30 63

Northern Flicker (Red-Shafted) 13 9 7 5 1 2 14

Northern Goshawk 1

Northern Mockingbird 1 9 14 11

Northern Rough-Winged Swallow 25 26 22

Peregrine Falcon 2

Pigmy Nuthatch 55 8 71 2

Pine Siskin 28 3 3

Pinyon Jay 1 3 24

Plumbeous Vireo 2 8 20 20

Red Crossbill 1

Red-Tailed Hawk 6 3 5 6 2 3

Red-Winged Blackbird 1 7 6

Rock Wren 1 1

Rufous Hummingbird 2 2

Sage Sparrow 7 22 54 51 2

Sage Thrasher 2 25 7

Say’s Phoebe 5 7 4

Scale Quail 1

Sharp-Shinned Hawk 1

Song Sparrow 1 2
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Species Spring
1999

Spring
2000

Spring
2001**

Spring
2002**

Winter
1999

Winter
2000

Winter
2001**

Winter
2002**

Spotted Towhee 41 133 145 85

Stellar’s Jay 9 1 1

Swainson’s Thrush 1

Townsend’s Solitaire 2 9 6 11 1

Turkey Vulture 1 1 2

Vesper Sparrow 2 2

Vesper Sparrow 2 11 4

Violet-Green Swallow 23 58 55 67

Virginia Warbler 1

Warbling Vireo 1 2

Western Bluebird 18 6 8 19 32 26 9

Western Kingbird 2

Western Meadowlark 32 35 101 13 1

Western Scrub Jay 64 35 42 32 15 13 21 3

Western Tanager 1 10 22 1

Western Wood-Pewee 4 4 14 15

White Throated Swift 1 2 2

White-Breasted Nuthatch 24 5 10 6 12 4 2

Wild Turkey 1 6 2

Willow Flycatcher 1

Yellow Warbler 1 1
Notes: * = Estimate of huge flock.

** = Numbers reflect addition of 3 new survey routes.
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Table O-2. Summary of Breeding Bird Survey Data Collected in the New Mexico Region

Species*
Percent Change in

Long-Term Population Trend
from 1966 through 2000

Average Number of
Birds Counted per

Survey Route

Loggerhead Shrike -5.73 3.61

Sage Sparrow -3.40 1.96

Sage Thrasher -4.14 0.67

Brewer’s Sparrow 0.33 2.63

Cassin’s Kingbird 1.26 5.04

Bendire’s Thrasher -10.08 0.72

Pinyon Jay -2.57 15.79

Gray Vireo -29.16 0.04

Say’s Phoebe -1.63 3.44

Scaled Quail 1.15 5.37

Note: * = The table above lists some of the key (non-T&E) avian species being 
monitored in the Farmington Field Office area. It is not intended to be an 
inclusive list of all species occurring the area. Individuals desiring more 
BBS data should consult the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service web page at:
http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html.
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Introduction
The Notice of Availability for the Draft

RMP/EIS was printed in the Federal Register on
June 28, 2002, which began the 90-day public
review period. The documents were distributed
by mail and upon request at the FFO. To
facilitate the submission of public comments,
four public hearings, documented by court
reporters, were held from August 26 through
August 29, 2002, in Farmington, Crownpoint,
and Cuba, New Mexico, and in Durango,
Colorado.

During the public comment period, which
ended September 26, 2002, the BLM received
a combination of original letters and form
letters, in addition to the comments made at the
public hearings. All comments were reviewed. If
the comments were determined to be relevant
to the analysis or, in some cases, if a response
would clarify concerns expressed, they were
categorized and entered into a database in
preparation for the development of responses.
When more than one person made similar
comments, a summarized comment was
developed and a response was prepared in
answer to the summarized comment.
Responses were reviewed and edited several
times before they were considered complete.
The summarized comments and responses are

included in this appendix, grouped by category.
The names and organizations of the comment-
ers are listed under each response.

The BLM received a total of 174 written
and 46 oral comments from 196 individuals.
From these comment documents, either oral or
written, there were over 1,500 comments
evaluated for content for which responses were
developed. In addition to the documents
analyzed for content, there were over 12,000
form letters from at least 3 different organi-
zations that were submitted to the FFO by e-
mail, facsimile, or mail. If original comments
added to a form letter were determined to be
substantive, they were counted as a comment
document and responses were developed. Each
form letter was reviewed, and any substantive
comments were analyzed and responded to
once. For this reason, an individual who sent a
form letter will not be listed under comments
and responses in this section. However, the
comment has been analyzed and responses
have been developed. The FFO RMP Project
Manager has maintained a file with all
comments received.

Comments that resulted in changes to this
Proposed RMP/Final EIS have been noted in
the responses.
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Category: Affected Environment

Comment:
As it is currently written, the existing situation is not adequately defined or examined, and as a result, existing needs
are not addressed in any of the alternatives. To assume that the existing situation is stable on watersheds, erosion,
and damages, and develop alternatives based on that assumption when in fact the situation is deteriorating, will
continue to damage the surface resources significantly.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association

Response:
The description of the affected environment in Chapter 3 provides an overall characterization of existing conditions to
the level of detail required for this land use plan level document, using existing available data, as a basis for
comparison with future actions. As described in many sections and evidenced by the impacts described under the No
Action alternative, it was not assumed that the current situation is stable. Many impacts were identified that
demonstrate impacts to watersheds, increases in erosion rates, and possible damages to resources. It was assumed
that mitigation measures, described in the PRMP/Final EIS, would continue to be applied to minimize impacts, as
they were designed to do.

Comment:
The RMP shows livestock grazing as the only impact on riparian areas. What monitoring has been done to prove this
theory? What monitoring has been done to show the impacts of wildlife grazing, oil and gas activity, recreational use,
and weather patterns? The survey data is only represented from 1994. Is it possible that these so-called riparian
areas are not in PFC because they never were riparian areas? The Largo Canyon is listed on an ephemeral stream,
and then later called a riparian area.

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The description of riparian areas and their conditions is summarized from BLM documents published in 2000 cited in
the text, which addressed the monitoring and condition of riparian areas in much more detail and were based on
surveys conducted in 1994 and 1998. The riparian areas listed all meet the criteria for riparian areas described on
Page 3-35 of the DRMP/EIS. Livestock grazing was discussed in those 2000 documents and the management to
improve riparian areas described in the DRMP/EIS is derived from the analysis in those documents. Livestock
grazing was not identified as the only impact, but controlling grazing has been identified in the Riparian Habitat
Management Plan as a tool for helping to improve riparian areas. This Management Plan was assumed to be in effect
for the purpose of this DRMP/EIS.

Comment:
Chaco Culture NHP is not delineated on Maps 2-1 through 2-11 (within the back pockets of the EIS) or in some maps
within the certain chapters of the EIS.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
Chaco Culture NHP has been added to Map 2-11 in the PRMP/FEIS. It was already included on Map 1-2.

Comment:
County roads are inconsistently labeled and shown on the maps. For example, see Page 3 -59 vs. Page 2 -228 map.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
The differences in the maps cited are a function of scale. Where the maps show a smaller area, more roads are
included to locate the reader. In maps showing a larger area, fewer roads are included to simplify the map. However,
in both maps the roads that are labeled use the same labels on each map.
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Category: Air Quality

Comment:
The RMP/ElS states, "An emission inventory is not available for the planning area within McKinley, Rio Arriba, San
Juan, and Sandoval Counties . . . Therefore, emissions from San Juan County are used as a surrogate for the entire
planning area." The first sentence implies that no inventory exists for San Juan County. The second sentence implies
that the San Juan County inventory was used to set baseline emissions for the entire study area. This apparent
conflict should be addressed, including an explanation of how the San Juan County emission inventory was used in
the air quality analysis.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The text of the PRMP/FEIS has been revised to correct this apparent conflict.

Comment:
It appears the near field air modeling analysis placed a compressor at every potential location within the study area at
one time. That assumption is not logistically or operationally possible and results in predicted air pollutant
concentrations substantially greater than would actually occur.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The modeling analysis did not place a compressor at every potential location within the study area at one time. The
methods used in the modeling analysis are described in the Air Quality Modeling Analysis Technical Report. See in
particular the description of “Proposed Action Sources” on Page 3 of the report.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS should identify important assumptions regarding the near field modeling analysis such as stack
downwash and terrain to reflect the conservative nature of the analysis. The modeling should also include sensitivity
analyses to ensure that compliance with air quality standards is not jeopardized by adjacent source groups.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Complete details of the modeling assessment methods and assumptions are provided in the Air Quality Modeling
Analysis Technical Report.

Comment:
Page 4-61: The RMP/EIS states: "The central compressors only contribute 2 percent of the total NO2 impacts for
either annual or 24-hour averaging periods. Despite being larger emission sources, the central compressor units have
stack characteristics that produce a much higher plume rise compared to the well compressors." This finding needs
to be confirmed by examining stack parameters, receptor grids, and distance between the source and the maximum
predicted receptor. We believe it unlikely that the central compressors would only contribute 0.7 µg/m3 to the
predicted 33 µg/m3 NO2 24-hour maximum impact.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The modeling analysis indicated that at times the impact from the central compressors could be as high as 12 µg/m3.
However, for the maximum impact cases of concentration contributed by “all” sources, the majority of the impact was
due to the wellhead compressors.
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Comment:
The RMP/ElS should include an explanation of the emission factor used to model formaldehyde emissions. The
RMP/ElS should also state that EPA is required to promulgate a Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT)
for this source group, which may result in further reduction in emissions by the time compressor engines are installed.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The formaldehyde emission rate for wellhead compressors used in the modeling was the average formaldehyde rate
from test data for the following compressors: Caterpillar G3304 (95 Hp) – 0.0053 g/sec Caterpillar G3306 (125 Hp) –
0.0070 g/sec Ajax DPC115 (115 Hp) – 0.0065 g/sec Ajax DPC115 LE (115 Hp) – 0.0065 g/sec Arrow VRG220
(45 Hp) – 0.0025 g/sec Arrow VRG330 (68 Hp) – 0.0038 g/sec.

Comment:
The DEIS notes that ambient NOx levels may exceed the standards in local areas. While the projected NOx levels
are unrealistically low, due to analysis errors, at least it displays an awareness of NOx.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS does not adequately analyze all of the effects on air quality for each of the alternatives, including
the No Action Alternative. Other probable adverse impacts, such as impacts on ozone concentrations and on the
PSD increments, visibility, and other air quality related values in nearby Class I areas, are not analyzed at all in the
draft RMP/EIS.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
Corrections and additions have been made to this PRMP/FEIS document. All of the impact areas mentioned in this
comment have been addressed for each alternative in this FEIS.

Comment:
The air quality modeling for the ambient air quality standards does not justify use of monitoring data to determine
current impacts from existing sources.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Use of ambient air quality monitoring data to represent the background concentration from other existing sources is
common practice in air quality modeling impact analysis.

Comment:
The air quality modeling analysis failed to use five years of meteorological data as required by EPA regulations.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
Five years of meteorological data are not required. One year of data may be used if the data is deemed
representative of the conditions at the project site. In this case analysis is being done at a land use plan level
because actual well site locations are not yet known.
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Comment:
The air quality modeling analysis does not cover a large enough area to encompass all significant air quality impacts.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The air quality model analysis includes a module representative of well locations in a high-density four square mile
area. The area modeled is sufficient to provide reasonable estimates of the maximum impacts that may be expected
at any location throughout the entire planning area.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS fails to include an air quality modeling analysis for Alternatives A, C, or D.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The modeling analysis was performed for Alternative B because Alternative B would allow the most new wells and
would produce the greatest impacts. Impacts for Alternatives A, C, and D are qualitatively compared to Alternative B
based on quantity of emissions and number of wells.

Comment:
The problem with large gas development is the change of air quality. I note that Farmington is 5,300 feet and
Durango is 6,500 feet. It seems logical that we will receive what Farmington emits, with no way to avoid or clean up
the "dirty" air. Certainly, we were aware of this in the Missionary Ridge fire, when it topped the ridge, and ash could
be seen on cars and houses.

Robert and Bonnie Lawrence

Response:
No response required for this observation.

Comment:
We would like to use the public land behind our house for hiking, jogging and biking, however, we do not feel safe
going back into this area due to the existing oil/gas development. Signs warn of the presence of dangerous H2S gas
at some of the wells. We are afraid of possible exposure to this gas especially to our 2-year old son or myself being
pregnant. We were disturbed to discover a gas leak on one of the oil roads near our house about a year ago which
was under such pressure it caused a hole in the overlying sand.

Alicia Malone

Response:
No response required for this observation.

Comment:
In the present situation, there are at times problems with dust, foul emissions, and noise, and with the La Plata coal
mine adding its dust and emissions to the situation, and the power plants blowing heavy emissions beginning at
sundown, the days here are not of good quality, not to mention the mercury problem.

Bryan Doherty

Response:
La Plata mine is nearing the end of its production phase. The last coal tonnage removal is projected to be in
December 2002, at which time the mine will be in a reclamation phase.

Comment:
Page 3-48, second column, first full paragraph. It is recommended that this paragraph be revised for better clarity.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The paragraph is correct as written.
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Comment:
Page 3-49, first column, first paragraph: The Draft RMP states that "Ozone precursors are mainly VOCs and NOx."
Ozone precursors in terms of ambient air quality are VOCs and NO2.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The statement is correct as written on Page 3-49. NOx includes various forms of nitrogen oxides, including NO2.

Comment:
Pages 3-49 to 3-50, beginning with last paragraph on Page 3-49: This sentence reads "Inert pollutant concentrations
tend to be greatest during periods of light wind and surface based temperature inversions." This statement should be
changed to include stable atmospheric conditions.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The suggested change has been made in the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Page 3-53, Table 3-15 Summary of 1999 Annual Emissions by Source Category for San Juan County. It is
recommended that SOx emissions should be changed to SO2. SOx missions are almost totally SO2 and SOx is not a
regulated pollutant.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The emission inventory data is reported in terms of SOx, not SO2.

Comment:
Page 4-15, second paragraph, under Air Quality: the first sentence of the paragraph reads: "to determine whether the
proposed emissions contribute to an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard." It is recommended that the
sentence be changed to read: "to determine whether the proposed emissions contribute to a predicted exceedance of
an ambient air quality standard."

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The suggested change has been made in the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Page 4-60, second column, first full paragraph; the sentence reads: "As shown in Table 4-17, the maximum predicted
concentrations would not cause a violation of national or state ambient air quality standards." It is suggested a
change to read "As shown in Table 4-17, the Alternative B development case does not result in predicted
exceedances of national or state ambient air quality standards.”

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The suggested change has been made in the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Something must be done to cut emissions from the two power plants we have BEFORE there are any plans for new
pollutants in our area.

Ruth Battaglia

Response:
The two power plants in San Juan County are existing, permitted sources. Emissions from these sources are
included as part of the existing background conditions that were considered in the analysis of impacts from this
project.
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Comment:
Increment consumption is not limited to PSD sources. All sources constructed after the baseline was established
consume increment. Even though these sources do not require PSD review, it is the responsibility of NMED to ensure
that cumulative impact of all increment consuming sources does not exceed the NO2 increment. While BLM is not
charged with conducting a detailed increment analysis, this finding will be addressed by the NMED during its
permitting review.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Agreed. The text of the PRMP/FEIS has been revised to indicate that all sources constructed after the PSD baseline
date was established consume increment.

Comment:
Page 4-64 through Page 4-65: these two pages contain a list of mitigation measures. These mitigation measures
should be considerations only and not be mandated. At the bottom of Page 4-64, the following sentence should be
inserted: "Under specific conditions and economic viability the oil and gas operators and transporters may consider
these or other mitigations measures that may be appropriate and effective on a case by case basis in order to reduce
fugitive dust."

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
These mitigation measures are not mandated. They are measures that should be considered at the time of permitting
for inclusion in the permit as conditions of approval. Selection of individual measures at the time of permitting would
depend on site-specific conditions. Additional text has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to clarify this.

Comment:
Page 4-65, second column, first full paragraph; a suggestion is made to require emissions from future wellhead
compressors to be less than 10 gm/bhp/hr. While this would reduce emissions, smaller compressors are typically not
subject to notification or permitting and thus enforcing this requirement would not be practical.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
BLM could adopt a policy for future well site development that requires the suggested emission rate limitation.

Comment:
There is no analysis of the effects oil and gas development will have on the Weminuche Wilderness Class I Area. The
EIS acknowledges there will be significant impacts to the Mesa Verde National Park Class I Area. In this light, it is
critical to have some disclosure of the potential impacts to the nearby Weminuche Wilderness on the San Juan
National Forest.

Rick Brazell, San Juan National Forest

Response:
The PRMP/FEIS contains additional modeling analysis to determine project impacts in the Mesa Verde National Park
and the San Pedro Parks Wilderness Area. Based on these results a discussion of potential impacts in other Class I
areas has also been added.

Comment:
The alternative having the highest potential impact to air quality (Alt. B), was the only alternative analyzed in detail.
This alternative was shown to have large air quality impacts to Class I Areas that exceed levels allowed by the Clean
Air Act. It is not possible to assess the potential impacts of any other alternative that may have lower, more
acceptable impacts, since modeling did not occur and impacts were not disclosed. It is critical to have visibility
impacts to Class I Areas, including the Weminuche Wilderness, disclosed for each alternative.

Rick Brazell, San Juan National Forest
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Response:
Emissions have been calculated in this PRMP/FEIS for each alternative. In general, impacts for each alternative are
determined from Alternative B impacts in direct proportion to the amount of emissions. However, potential ground-
level concentrations are influenced by the emissions source module. An alternative that would support the same type
of high-density source module as used to model Alternative B would potentially produce the same high level of
impact. The text of the FEIS qualitatively discusses these impact similarities and differences.

Comment:
On Page 3-48 of the EIS, BLM states that volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, nitrogen dioxide, carbon
monoxide, and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter are pollutants of concern. EPA identifies each of
these pollutants as criteria or precursors for criteria pollutants. The EIS goes on to identify all pollutants except ozone
and its precursors as "inert." Inert is defined as displaying no chemical activity. Section 108 of the Clean Air Act
states that “For the purpose of establishing national primary and secondary ambient air quality standards, the
Administrator shall within 30 days after the enactment of the Clean Air Amendments of 1970 publish, and shall from
time to time thereafter revise, a list which includes each air pollutant (A) emissions of which, in his judgment, cause or
contribute to air pollution which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare…” The pollutants
identified in the EIS fall into this category. Calling them “inert” seems to be misleading and inappropriate.

Christopher Hockett, San Juan National Forest

Response:
The distinction of a pollutant being inert is made only to identify that these types of pollutants generally do not
disperse long distances downwind. The fact that these pollutants are inert does not mean that they are not pollutants
of concern.

Comment:
DMR would like BLM to identify an emissions scenario that demonstrates compliance with local air quality and
visibility standards.

Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort

Response:
The BLM will cooperate and assist NMAQB in establishing more monitoring stations and will apply additional
mitigation measures if the monitoring data indicates high concentrations approaching the standards.

Comment:
Finally, the BLM should include projected emissions from DMR in the reasonably foreseeable emissions inventory, if
it has not done so already. Please contact DMR to obtain a copy of the emissions inventory.

Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort

Response:
The contribution of existing sources to the background air quality conditions is included as part of the air quality
monitoring data in Table 3-14.

Comment:
The analysis fails to deal with publicly and readily accessible and more recent data from the NM Air Quality Bureau
and US Environmental Protection Agency. The document ignores temporal trends.

Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
Available ambient air quality data from the six most representative NMAQB and USEPA monitoring sites were
presented in Table 3-14 for the years 1994-2000. USEPA 1999 emission inventory data for San Juan County are
presented in Table 3-15. A discussion of the trend of increasing ozone levels in the project region has been added to
the text of the EIS in Chapter 4. Data from the Bloomfield station were selected as the extreme-case (highest) NOx
background concentration for modeling purposes.
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Comment:
The BLM should not allow a project that will emit 72,000 tons of additional NOx into the air every year.

Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett
Jan Garton
Alicia Malone
Sherry Lynn McLaughlin
Ed Stevens
Susan Wible

Response:
Table 4-16 indicates that after netting out the emissions from plugged and abandoned wells total NOx emissions in
year 20 would be 62,160 tons of NOx. This value is for year 20 only and does not represent emissions that would
occur every year. Further, this value is extremely conservative in that it (1) assumes that all wells put in place from
year 1 through year 20 still operate at maximum output levels, (2) is based on the maximum buildout development of
13,266 new wells that applies to Alternative B only, (3) assumes the use of compressors with unmitigated high NOx
emission factors of 13.2 grams per horsepower-hour, and (4) assumes no technological improvement in engine
efficiency and no emission reductions over the entire 20-year period. In addition, these emissions would occur from
sources that would be spread over a large area of approximately 2,000,000 acres.

Comment:
There is an over-emphasis on emissions and permitted sources in the air quality analysis. The sort of emission or
permitting focus used in the Draft EIS is now widely recognized to inadequately characterize dynamic air pollutant
and metrological factors. Simple two-dimensional air dispersion modeling is dated and insufficient, and will not meet
Federal standards.

B. Brooks Taylor
Forest Guardians
Robert Lawrence, Environmental Protection Agency

Response:
Most of this comment is unclear and would need to be clarified before a complete response could be generated.
Two-dimensional air dispersion modeling has been for a long time, and still remains, one of the primary techniques
recommended by the EPA to assess air quality impacts.

Comment:
Dismissal of calculated violations of NAAQS (National Ambient Air Quality Standards): In two instances in which
probable violations of national air standards will occur and are predicted in the draft document, the BLM proposes a
postponement of analysis of sources until the date of permitting; this is tantamount to a procrastination of decision
time and an absolution of decision responsibilities.

Heidi Rhoderick
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
It is not unusual for a land use plan level document to point out potential future problem areas that will need
resolution when site-specific details are known.

Comment:
The RMP needs to mention the contribution of the proposed development to CO2 levels and greenhouse gas
concerns.

Susan Franzheim
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Methods to determine the effects of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions (GGE) from individual projects to
climate change do not exist and this issue is beyond the scope of this NEPA process. However, it is acknowledged
that burning of fossil fuels developed through the RMP will produce GGE.
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Comment:
I would like to see the BLM address transient air pollution sources, specifically OHVs, jet skis, and the kind of motors
used in boats that are exploding in use on the Farmington field office territory. I would suspect that these transient
sources have a huge impact on air quality.

J.D. Barnett
Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
The mobile nature of these sources would not contribute to an exceedance of an AAQS. However, BLM
acknowledges that they would be a contributing source. They tend to be seasonal and sporadic.

Comment:
The RMP is flawed and lacks any information on air pollution as it relates to compressors.

Charlene Anderson
Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett

Response:
Compressor emissions have been calculated, as fully described in the Air Quality Modeling Analysis Technical Report
and summarized in Tables 4-5 and 4-16.

Comment:
Page 3-50: Table 3-13 should be expanded to include the 8-hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard.

Sherry Lynn McLaughlin
Mark McMillan, Colorado Department of Health and Environment
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
In 1997 the EPA intended to replace the existing 1-hour ozone standard of 0.12 ppm with a new 8-hour standard of
0.08 ppm. However, while the new standard has been established, the US Court of Appeals in May 1999 prohibited
the EPA from enforcing the new standard. The Court of Appeals ruling was appealed to the US Supreme Court,
which made a ruling on February 27, 2001 (Whitman vs. American Trucking Associations, Inc.). The Supreme Court
found that the EPA could set NAAQS without regard to implementation costs, but remanded the questions regarding
implementation actions for the new ozone standard back to the Court of Appeals for preserved challenges. Under
current conditions, the 1-hour ozone standard will continue to apply and implementation actions (control measures)
are based on attaining that standard, while the 8-hour standard has been established but is not enforceable.

Comment:
The Draft EIS says that there will be an increase of 1 to 100 cases of cancer from the air pollution of formaldehyde. In
addition, BLM proposes to wait until critical levels of formaldehyde have been reached before deciding whether to
continue development, and assumes that there are no residents in close proximity to the formaldehyde sources.

M. Theresa Fitzgerald 
Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Janet Rees
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
The Draft indicates that from 1 in a million to 100 in a million is the generally accepted range of cancer risk from a
project, not the increase in cancer cases from formaldehyde. The actual risks from formaldehyde calculated for the
maximally-exposed individual (MEI) and the most-likely exposure (MLE) scenario were 3.0 in a million and 0.98 in a
million, respectively. There is no foundation for the statement that BLM proposes to wait until critical levels of
formaldehyde have been reached before deciding whether to continue development.



Farmington Proposed RMP/Final EIS APPENDIX P—Air Quality

P-11

Comment:
Pollutants emitted from the central compressors do not have as great a ground-level impact as the pollutants emitted
from the wellhead compressors.

M. Theresa Fitzgerald

Response:
The higher stack height and greater exit velocity associated with the central compressor stacks causes the pollutants
to be pushed higher into the atmosphere upon release. Because the pollutants then travel further downwind before
settling to ground-level, they become more disperse and diluted than pollutants initially emitted closer to the ground.

Comment:
The EPA’s modeling protocols were not followed for air quality modeling.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The modeling protocol used in this document was reviewed by and discussed with the NMAQB prior to use.

Comment:
The PSD increment for nitrogen oxide was used up in 1989.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
The analysis of PSD increment consumption must be performed on a case-by-case basis and is specific to the area
where the new source would be located. The allowable increments remaining depend on the level of development
that has already occurred in the area. In some areas the increment may have already been totally consumed and no
further emissions would be allowed.

Comment:
The project will impact visibility in Class I areas such as national parks and wilderness areas.

Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation
B. Brooks Taylor
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Additional analysis to estimate the impact of project emissions in Class I areas has been added to the Air Quality
section in Chapter 4 for Alternative B. The DEIS concluded that visibility impacts would be significant.

Comment:
Photochemical modeling should have been performed to estimate ozone impacts.

B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
Photochemical modeling for a large area such as covered by the proposed project is a highly complex, large-scale
effort that is well beyond the scope of this project. Photochemical modeling is generally only appropriate and
reasonably accurate for well-defined air basins where studies have been performed to determine the characteristics
of the various variables that contribute to ozone formation. These studies are planned to be conducted as part of the
multi-agency regional group (Early Action Compact) that will work with NMAQB and EPA to monitor ozone and
determine the causes of the elevated ozone levels. Additional qualitative analysis on the impact of project emissions
on ambient ozone levels has been added to the Air Quality section in Chapter 4 for Alternative B.
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Comment:
In the year 2001, the Air Quality Bureau of the New Mexico Environmental Department estimated that for San Juan
County the oil and gas industry contributed 56 percent of all VOCs and 25 percent of all NOx in 2001. This is counter
to the popular notion that it's only the two large coal-fired power plants that account for almost all regional air pollution
in northern New Mexico.

Janet Rees
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
The comment is consistent with the data shown in Table 3-15. Summing the categories Crude Petroleum and Natural
Gas, Natural Gas Liquids, Petroleum Refining, Natural Gas Transmission, and Petroleum Product Storage/Transport
provides 54 percent of all VOCs and 19 percent of all NOx in 1999.

Comment:
The impacts that this proposed drilling could have to our air quality is disturbing. The scale of the proposed increase
in gas production alone indicates that the BLM does not need to wait for the results from monitoring. Minimizations
and mitigations need to be built in upfront. The key concept is to prevent air quality degradation to a Class I area.

Charlene Anderson
Deb Banton, San Juan Basin

Health Department
Leslie Barnhart
Michael Black
Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Michael Carrell
Gedi Cibas, NM Environment

Department
Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service,

Intermountain Region
Carl Evenson
Janine Fitzgerald
Nora Flucke
Mark and Alice Freitag
Forest Guardians
Richard Grossman
David Hamlow
Sandra Hilton
Bill Humphries

Chris and Patty Isensee
Julie Koehler
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Sherry Lynn McLaughlin
Warren and Shirley McNall
Alex Moore, Southwest Open School
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Susan Rarick
Janet Rees
Dave Rich
Root Routledge
Paul and Carolyn Staby
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett

Foundation
B. Brooks Taylor
George and Mary Thompson
Bill Williams
Debra Van Winegarden
Jeff Wise

Response:
Due to the high background concentrations of ozone currently being recorded at various monitoring stations
throughout northern New Mexico, the emissions of ozone precursors from new project-related sources in combination
with emissions from other existing and reasonably foreseeable sources could cause the ozone standards to be
exceeded. The BLM and AQB are fully aware of the implications of this potentially significant cumulative air quality
impact and have therefore agreed to commit the resources necessary to fully understand and mitigate the problem to
the maximum extent feasible. A regional Ozone Task Force has been formed and the FFO is participating as a
member of the steering committee. The BLM will work cooperatively with AQB monitoring efforts and will support
future mitigation activities needed to keep the planning area in compliance with state and federal air quality
standards. The AQB in particular, as part of their mandate to not allow nonattainment of the air quality standards, will
be doing additional data collection and will be continuously monitoring the ozone degradation situation. Following
collection of more data, the AQB will perform region-wide photochemical modeling to more accurately calculate
potential ozone impacts. The BLM will pursue funding to assist the state with modeling and monitoring.
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Comment:
Ozone is not mentioned in the RMP/EIS as an issue of concern. As BLM is aware, the NMED has already held one
public meeting in Farmington area and met with various city officials about its preliminary analysis that ambient air
quality levels appear to be approaching the newly implemented federally mandated 8-hour ozone standard. The
RMP/EIS should reflect this issue as being recognized and incorporated into the decision-making that the potential
"ozone issue" can and is being addressed through a joint industry-government initiative, which will result in further
study and action while still allowing for the continued development of oil and gas and other resource uses within the
FFO.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Due to the high background concentrations of ozone currently being recorded seasonally, (it does not occur year-
round) at various monitoring stations throughout northern New Mexico, the emissions of ozone precursors from new
project-related sources in combination with emissions from other existing and reasonably foreseeable sources could
cause the ozone standards to be exceeded. The BLM and AQB are fully aware of the implications of this potentially
significant cumulative air quality impact and have therefore agreed to commit the resources necessary to fully
understand and mitigate the problem to the maximum extent feasible. The AQB in particular will be continuously
monitoring the ozone degradation situation, as part of their mandate is to not allow nonattainment of the air quality
standards. The BLM will cooperate and assist the NMAQB in establishing more monitoring stations throughout the
affected project area.

Comment:
The EIS shows no evidence of coordination with other agencies. Any effort at coordination with partner agencies is
lacking in documentation. For example, input from the Forest Service, from the National Parks Service, from the
states of New Mexico and Colorado, adjacent counties and tribal areas would have been appropriate. The RMP/EIS
shows no awareness of the Western Regional Air Partnership, of which the State of New Mexico is a member, nor its
targets for reduction in air pollution. Anecdotal evidence suggests that even significant entities were not copied the
Draft RMP/EIS.

Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Janet Rees
B. Brooks Taylor
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Much of the air quality analysis (including discussions of methods and modeling protocol) was coordinated with the
AQB. On October 10, 2002, a task force steering committee was formed out of citizen concern about elevated ozone
levels in the Farmington area, which could affect public health. The steering committee will work with the
Environmental Department and the Department of Health to study and address the high levels of ozone found in the
Four Corner’s area. The long-term goals of the Task Force are to preserve the region’s air quality and prevent the
area from exceeding national ambient air quality standards in the future. The task force steering committee consists
of 18 individuals representing a variety of interests including: environmental groups, local government, industry
groups, health groups, air quality agencies, federal agencies, and concerned citizens. The BLM is an active member
of the steering committee.

Comment:
EIS didn't consider the heat generated from the compressors. Shutting down all the air traffic after 9/11 affected the
temperature of the country. Compressors are a constant heat source that will affect the environment.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The phenomenon noticed after 9/11 related to the absence of aircraft vapor trails in the atmosphere. Scientists
theorize that the absence of vapor trails in the upper atmosphere allowed more solar radiation to reach the earth’s
surface and thus contribute to slightly increased ambient temperatures. This phenomenon has no relation to the
operation of scattered compressors. The compressors would be neither concentrated enough in one area nor large
enough individual sources of heat to significantly affect the local climate or environment.
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Comment:
The document did not present an analysis of impacts due to PM10 during the operation stage, only the construction
phase. Hence, it is unknown whether PM10 emissions will cause or contribute to an exceedance of the PM10 PSD
increments or standards, or what the impact of PM10 emissions will be on regional haze and visibility.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department
Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort

Response:
PM10 is not an issue from operation phase combustion sources. PM10 would be an issue only from road dust.
However, given the infrequency of vehicles traveling over most of the roads devoted to gas well operations, and the
fact that road dust emissions fall off rapidly with distance away from the road, these emissions are not expected to
exceed an AAQS or significantly impact visibility.

Comment:
DMR is requesting that the BLM perform additional analyses to quantify the impacts from the emissions from the
development of oil and gas resources, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable future emissions. DMR
would like to see a PSD increment analysis performed for NO2, SO2 and PM10, quantifying impacts specifically in the
vicinity of DMR, including Weminuche Wilderness.

Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort

Response:
Analyses of the PSD impacts in the Mesa Verde National Park, San Pedro Parks Wilderness, and Weminuche
Wilderness have been included in the Air Quality section of Chapter 4. Increment analysis is a responsibility of the
state.

Comment:
The air quality analysis has the following methodological deficiency: (c) Limitations of near-field analyses: The near-
field analyses utilized in this document are severely limited in addressing pollutant concerns of a regional nature.

Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
Far-field modeling analysis in the form of examining impacts in distant PSD Class I areas has been added to this EIS
in Chapter 4.

Comment:
The methodology of the air quality analysis is deficient because it eliminates other regional sources (limitation to San
Juan County).

Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau

Response:
Page 3-52 of the DEIS explains why only the San Juan County emission inventory was presented. The air quality
analysis did not eliminate regional sources, as they are included in the background concentrations from the
Bloomfield site used in the near-field modeling analysis.

Comment:
Monitoring stations need to be established as part of this project.

Michael Black
Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Richard Grossman
John Herr
Mark McMillan, Colorado Department of

Health and Environment

Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Janet Rees
Paul and Carolyn Staby
B. Brooks Taylor
Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department
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Response:
The BLM will cooperate and assist the NMAQB in establishing more monitoring stations in the affected project
area to track the effect of gas well emissions. The BLM will pursue funding to assist the state with modeling and
monitoring.

Comment:
In sufficient amounts, ozone is a health hazard.

Richard Champany
Richard Grossman
Sherry Lynn McLaughlin
Janet Rees
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
It is true that ozone is a health hazard when above or approaching national standards. Ozone is a pungent, colorless,
toxic gas with direct health effects on humans, including respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung
functions. Groups most sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, persons with respiratory disorders, and
people who exercise strenuously outdoors. It is for these vary reasons that ambient ozone standards have been set.
The standards are designed to protect the general population, including the most sensitive members of that
population. The Ozone Task Force, an interagency group in the region, will work on identifying the sources of the
elevated levels of ozone and developing measures to address this problem.

Comment:
Visible air pollution has increased in San Juan County in recent years.

Michael Black
Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort
Julie Koehler
Janet Rees
William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services
Bill Williams

Response:
Except as applies to Class I areas there are no regulations addressing general visibility degradation. New sources
must comply with the AAQS and must not exceed allowable PSD increments. The EIS addresses these issues.
Determination of potential visibility reduction in areas outside of Class I areas was not within the scope of this
document.

Comment:
No mention is made of the possibility of future air quality enhancement, and the benefits that clean air generate-
economically and environmentally. The RMP assumes that air quality will get worse, and that efforts should be
evaluated to figure out how bad things might get.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
One of the primary intents of environmental documentation, including this EIS, is to first determine the potential
significant impacts that may be caused by the project and to then find means to either eliminate or reduce those
impacts to a level of insignificance. This EIS fulfills that intent to the extent possible, but concludes that identifiable
mitigation measures may not be sufficient to completely reduce the impact to insignificant.

Comment:
The offset from abandoned wells is not quantified

Mark McMillan, Colorado Department of Health and Environment

Response:
Emission reductions due to plugged and abandoned (P&A) wells are quantified in Tables 4-5 and 4-16.
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Comment:
Various mechanisms for improving emissions controls on wellhead compressor engines should be investigated.

Charlene Anderson
Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Sherry Lynn McLaughlin
Mark McMillan, Colorado Department 

of Health and Environment

Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett
Foundation

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin
Health Department

Response:
Discussion has been added to the text of Chapter 4 describing additional mitigation measures that can be applied to
reduce emissions from compressor engines.

Comment:
What is the effect of ozone on rock art images located in proposed drilling area? Are the rock art images now fading
because of ozone?

Dale Anderson

Response:
Air pollution can have a deleterious effect on exposed artwork. However, a determination of the correlation between
ozone and the fading of rock art was not part of the scope of this document nor were concerns raised during the
public scoping meetings.

Comment:
This RMP needs to better address concerns over ambient air quality. The elevated levels of ground level ozone in the
Bloomfield area need to be confronted, not circumvented.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
On October 10, 2002, a task force steering committee was formed out of citizen concern about elevated ozone levels
in the Farmington area, which could affect public health. The steering will work with the Environmental Department
and the Department of Health to study and address the high levels of ozone found in the Four Corner’s area. The
long-term goals of the Task Force are to preserve the region’s air quality and prevent the area from exceeding
national ambient air quality standards in the future. The task force steering committee consists of 18 individuals
representing a variety of interests including: environmental groups, local government, industry groups, health groups,
air quality agencies, federal agencies, and concerned citizens. The BLM is an active member of the steering
committee.

Comment:
The San Juan Basin airshed has been inappropriately cut off by the arbitrary political line separating Colorado and
New Mexico (Map 3-1).

Janine Fitzgerald
William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services

Response:
Map 3-1 is not intended to show the outline of the San Juan Basin airshed. The boundary line indicates the
jurisdiction area for the Farmington RMP. The air quality analysis considers impacts throughout the regional area in
areas such as Mesa Verde National Park, for example.

Comment:
The ROI is arguably the entire San Juan Basin, which includes Mesa Verde National Park, the Weminuche
Wilderness, lakes, reservoirs, and additional scenic vistas of Southwest Colorado, not presently considered.

Rick Brazell, San Juan National Forest
Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department
Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort
Mark and Alice Freitag
Kathryn Goldman
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Janet Rees
William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services
B. Brooks Taylor
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department
Bill Williams
John Zent, Burlington Resources –

San Juan Division
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Response:
Agreed. The Air Quality ROI is not limited by any type of political boundary. The potential impacts caused by project-
related emissions in PSD Class I areas such as Mesa Verde National Park, the San Pedro Parks Wilderness and the
Weminuche Wilderness have been added to the analysis for Alternative B in Chapter 4 of this EIS.

Comment:
The regional air quality information does not include the more onerous consideration of acid precipitation that can
result from the present and future degradation of air quality.

William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
At present the problem of acid rain is addressed at the federal level for stationary power sources only (primarily coal,
oil, and gas-fired electric utility plants). Title IV of the Clean Air Act established the Acid Rain Program with a goal of
reducing annual SO2 emissions by 10 million tons below 1980 levels and reducing NOx emissions by 2 million tons
by the year 2000. Phase I of the program focused on the larger plants, while Phase II, which began in the year 2000,
is now focusing on smaller, cleaner plants. The program is being closely monitored to measure its success. There are
no plans at present to include other sources in the program.

Comment:
Page 3-50: Table 3-14. These data need to be checked; it appears that the decimal points have been improperly
placed for 1998 and 2000.

Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Christopher Hockett, San Juan National Forest
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The ozone values shown for the Shiprock Substation in years 1998 and 2000 are typographical errors. The correct
values are 0.08 ppm and 0.09 ppm, respectively. The values have been corrected in the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The modeling analysis indicates that the annual NO2 PSD Class II increment will be exceeded.

Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Michael Lane, Williams Companies, Inc.
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The modeling analysis in the EIS indicates that a reasonable but conservative grouping of project emissions would
exceed the Class II increment. It should be realized that the conservative nature of this scenario is such that it
may never actually occur. Emissions from the wellhead compressors would produce the overwhelming majority of the
impact. Under AQB Regulation 20.2.72 (Construction Permits), proposed stationary sources that emit more than 25
tons per year or 10 pounds per hour of a pollutant would have to demonstrate compliance with the PSD increments,
in addition to the ambient air quality standards. However, since the wellhead compressors would fall below these
emission thresholds, they would be exempt from PSD increment requirements unless a portion or all of their
emissions were combined to represent a permit unit large enough to exceed one of these thresholds. At the time of
specific development applications for emissions sources associated with the site-specific modeling that considers
local terrain features and other conditions specific to the actual proposed development scenario would be performed.
If it were to be determined that the locally available PSD increment would be exceeded, proposed emissions would
have to be mitigated before these individual project components would be allowed to proceed. The PRMP/FEIS
includes recommended measures that could substantially reduce NOx emissions from proposed wellhead
compressors, which could minimize the impact of proposed emissions to PSD NOx increment levels.
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Comment:
The RMP should research existing meteorological stations for scientific information. Comments on "generally…" or
"rarely…" is not good science. Voids in data need to be addressed by a request for additional air monitoring.
Temperature, inversions, wind speed, wind direction, and other met data are extremely important with regards to
regional air quality.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
This EIS is a land use plan level document that describes the overall impacts of gas well development over a large
regional area. Meteorological conditions of temperature, inversions, wind speed, and wind direction are most
important in determining the dispersion of pollutants at the local scale. Nonetheless, descriptions of these conditions
appropriate to the regional scale have been included in the document at the beginning of Chapter 3. A search of the
Chapter 3 Air Quality section failed to find a single instance of the use of the terms “generally” or “rarely” in reference
to meteorological conditions.

Comment:
Chapter 3: The "Affected Environment" section ignores the current condition of local and regional air quality
resources. The statement regarding "Region of Influence" (ROI) is very misleading. In many circumstances, ROI is
not limited to "a few miles downwind."

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Current air quality background conditions are described by the data from various project-area monitoring stations, as
provided in Table 3-14. The full statement that “The ROI for inert pollutants (pollutants other than O3 and its
precursors) is generally limited to a few miles downwind from a source.” is accurate. Inert pollutants could at times be
dispersed more than a few miles downwind under certain conditions of wind speed and atmospheric stability.

Comment:
PM2.5 needs additional discussion.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Additional discussion of PM2.5 has been added to the text in Chapter 4 of the EIS.

Comment:
Table 3-14 shows Max Pollutant concentrations by year—this data needs to be accompanied by an additional table
showing Average concentrations, by month and by year. This will enable us to scrutinize levels, determine trends,
and focus on incremental levels of air pollutants.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
The background pollutant data presented in the EIS are adequate for NEPA purposes, as they relate to comparisons
to the New Mexico and National AAQS. Ambient air quality data are available from the AQB and EPA. The
commenter can readily obtain these data to perform any desired additional analyses.

Comment:
It is highly recommended that terrain features be part of the near-field modeling analysis for the project area.
Utilization of a flat-terrain grid system for this particular project area may misrepresent modeled emission
concentrations.

Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
Due to the land use plan level of the project description and the uncertainty of future well placement locations, the
effects of terrain were not considered in the DEIS. However, text has been added to Chapter 4 to discuss the
potential implications of terrain on the near-field modeling results.
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Comment:
Mitigation efforts should also involve odor suppression activities throughout all project development and operation
phases.

Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe

Response:
There are presently no odor regulations in New Mexico at the state level. Odor problems would typically be
addressed on a site-by-site basis at the local/county level.

Comment:
Page 4-61: The RMP/ElS states that an exceedance of the NOx PSD increment could occur under the PA. As with
our comments on the 24-hour NOx standard, that there are a number of factors that should be included in the
RMP/ElS that demonstrate that NOx emissions and ambient concentrations are being overestimated and that, if
necessary, actual emissions and concentrations could be reduced through emission control techniques.

Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The DEIS identifies a method to reduce NOx emissions from wellhead compressors. Discussion has also been added
to the text of Chapter 4 describing additional mitigation measures that can be applied to reduce emissions from
proposed project operations.

Comment:
Most of the compressor sources associated with gas well development are not subject to PSD review.

Gary Derck, Durango Mountain Resort
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Information presented in the DEIS about compressor sources was misleading in that it indicated that compressors
would not be subject to PSD review. The text of the FEIS has been revised. In particular, under AQB Rule 20.2.72
NMAC (Construction Permits) new stationary sources that would emit more than 25 tons per year or 10 pounds per
hour would be subject to complete air quality review and must demonstrate compliance with both AAQS and PSD
increment analysis.

Comment:
The RMP should consider some of the following alternatives: minimize road construction, require construction
techniques that minimize traffic-generated dust, consider dust mitigation measures for problem areas, restrict road
access/use, develop estimating rationale for the number of road miles driven each year, include a statement: "In
areas where blowing dust becomes a significant problem or engenders complaints, the BLM will take steps to
mitigate the problem, consider closing or restricting access to roads, and coordinate with the AQB to determine the
effectiveness of the steps taken."

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
Additional discussion of potential PM10 impacts due to dust from unpaved roads has been added to the text of the
PRMP/FEIS. The alternatives suggested in the comment have been included in this text.
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Comment:
Page 3-48 says, "State standards, established by the NMAQB..." This is incorrect. The AQB merely enforces the
state standards established by the Environmental Improvement Board (EIB). Page 3-49 says: "The NMAQB also
designates areas of the state as either in attainment or nonattainment of the NMAAQS. At the present time, the entire
project region attains all national and state ambient air quality standards." AQB does not designate areas. The EPA
designates areas as Attainment, Nonattainment, OR "Unclassified," (meaning that data are not available for federal
standards). Based on our four monitoring stations in the Farmington area, San Juan County is currently considered in
attainment for all national ambient air quality standards, although ozone is approaching the nonattainment threshold.
McKinley and Rio Arriba Counties would be "unclassified" because there are presently no monitors in those locations.
We are concerned about the extent of the ozone problem and are applying for funding to do temporary monitoring to
evaluate the need for permanent stations. Table 3-14 (Page 3-50) contains errors on the second line under ozone.
The Shiprock Substation reading should be 0.08 for 1998 and 0.09 for 2000. Page 3-52 states: "An emission
inventory is not available for the planning area within McKinley, Rio Arriba, San Juan, and Sandoval Counties." This
statement is untrue. We do have emissions inventories for all permitted sources and mobile sources within each
county. For more information, you may contact Jim Shively at (505) 955-8068.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The corrections suggested in this comment have been made in the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
On Page 13 of the Modeling Analysis Technical Report, there is a discussion of the PSD increment. This discussion
seems to assume that only PSD-major sources consume PSD increment. This is not the case in the project area, as
the minor source baseline date for NO2 was established in 1989. All sources in the project area, both major and
minor, consume PSD increment. Additionally, the majority of existing sources in the project area consume PSD
increment. Within the project area, there are several localized areas where the available PSD Class II increment is
nearly exhausted (e.g., the Bloomfield gas corridor). A permit application for a module in one of these areas would be
denied, as 20.2.72 NMAC requires that new and modifying sources meet all applicable PSD increments.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The suggested clarifications from this comment have been added to the text of the PRMP/FEIS. Information
presented in the DEIS about compressor sources was misleading in that it indicated that compressors would not be
subject to PSD review. The text of the PRMP/PRMP/FEIS has been revised. In particular, under AQB Rule 20.2.72
NMAC (Construction Permits) new stationary sources that would emit more than 25 tons per year or 10 pounds per
hour would be subject to complete air quality review and must demonstrate compliance with both AAQS and PSD
increment analysis.

Comment:
The conclusion from Table 6 on Page 12 is that a single module would cause impacts that exceed the 24-hour
NMAAQS for NO2. It is possible that use of the ozone-limiting approach will bring NO2 marginally into compliance.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
A discussion of the ozone limiting method and its potential influence on the impact conclusions has been added to
both the PRMP/ FEIS and the Modeling Analysis Technical Report.

Comment:
It appears that the NMAAQS may have been incorrectly calculated for the project area on Pages 10 and 12. For
example, assuming an average elevation in the Farmington area of around 5000 feet, the calculated 24-hour NO2
NMAAQS should be 158.6 µg/m3 instead of 188 µg/m3, and the annual NO2 NMAAQS should be 79.3 µg/m3 instead
of 94.3 µg/m3. The AQB's Dispersion Modeling Guidelines provides the temperature and elevation correction factor
for gaseous pollutants.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The PRMP/FEIS and the Modeling Analysis Technical Report have been corrected as noted in this comment.
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Comment:
The modeling analysis used a monitored background to represent existing concentrations. The AQB concurs that this
may be appropriate for the DEIS analysis due to the very preliminary stage of this project; however, this would not be
an acceptable method for a permitting analysis. It should also be recognized that the maximum monitor value may or
may not be representative of the maximum NO2 concentrations in the project area. The monitor is located in an area
where there are several large sources of NOx and CO emissions; however, the monitor may not be sited to capture
the maximum concentrations from these sources. The sources in this area are on an east-west line, so maximum
impacts will likely be directly to the east or west of the sources. The monitor is northwest of this group of sources. The
monitor also may not be representative of all allowable (or permitted) emissions in the project area. Minor source air
quality permits allow up to two years for commencement of construction from issuance of the permit, and major
source permits allow 18 months from issuance for commencement of construction. There are many sources that have
been permitted in the project area in the last several years that may not yet be operational. This means that the
monitored concentrations may not be representative of all existing allowable emissions in the project area.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The clarifications suggested by this comment have been added to the text of the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
There is no mention of other HAPs besides formaldehyde. Since there will be other HAPs emitted, including BTEX,
the DEIS should include a listing of these HAPs and the estimated levels of emissions, even if the emissions are so
insignificant that a modeling analysis of impacts is not warranted.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The health risk assessment contained in the PRMP/FEIS has been revised to include not only formaldehyde, but also
other HAPs that may contribute to health risk as well, such as BTEX and benzene.

Comment:
There is no mention of the cumulative impact of all of the modules; the analysis focus is only on the local impact of a
single module. The cumulative impact of the entire project could be significant enough to increase the background
concentration, increase ozone concentrations and reduce visibility in the project area. Additionally, the cumulative
impact of these sources could cause significant impacts on air quality related values in nearby Class I areas. Given
that there exist air quality concerns in the project area, mention of cumulative impact analysis seems appropriate for
this EIS. Perhaps a statement like: "A cumulative impact analysis will be required for each future source as part of the
air quality permit process." BLM is not required to conduct such an analysis, either now or later, but such a statement
would indicate BLM's awareness, and define when such an analysis will be conducted.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
Text addressing cumulative impact analysis for future sources has been added to the text of the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Emissions from project-related sources may contribute to the formation of regional haze since both NOx and some
VOCs have a role in the formation of secondary aerosol.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department
Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
A Federal regional haze rule currently require improved visibility in Federal Class I areas by the year 2064. A regional
haze committee is looking at this rule, and current research has shown that SO2 is the primary contributor to visibility
issues along the Colorado plateau. Hence, SO2 emission reductions will be the focus of initial visibility improvements,
with NOx and VOC emission reductions being a secondary consideration.
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Comment:
The current RMP/ElS makes note that "...it is possible that several compressor units located close to elevated terrain
could cause an impact situation that would exceed the NO2 24-hour state standard. Exceedance of any other state or
national standard is unlikely." This issue can largely be resolved by increasing stack heights, relocating the
compressor to a location without such terrain features, or additional controls so as not to exceed the 24-hour NO2
state standard.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Some of these potential solutions for resolving the potential problem of exceeding the NO2 24-hour state standard
have been added to the text of the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS has grossly overstated the emissions estimates for the preferred Alternative D. The commenter
believes that a more correct assessment of emissions would be the aggregate well count on which well site
compression would occur on ½ as predicted in the plan.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
It is not clear how the commenter arrived at the conclusion. Emissions for Alternatives C and D were not explicitly
calculated in the DEIS. However, these emission calculations have been added to the PRMP/FEIS. The calculations
for Alternatives C and D were performed in the same manner as used to calculate emissions for Alternatives A and B.
The assumption is used that well site compression would occur on ½ of the wells.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS leaves out an important comparison of net increase in emissions over current baseline levels. Although
the RMP/EIS does mention that the modeling data is added to current air quality data, when comparing to National
Ambient Air Quality Standards, it is also important to show the relative increase to those emissions currently existing.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
While the information about emissions growth rate is informative, it really has no bearing on the assessment of
impacts. If the ambient background concentration is high and approaching the level of a standard, even a small rate
of growth in a relatively short period of time may be enough to push the concentration over the standard and cause a
significant impact.

Comment:
The current RMP/EIS makes note of an additional 360,000 hp of central compression and half of the planning wells
having well-site compression, with an aggregate compression horsepower approaching 2.3 million horsepower. As a
result of applying current emission factors, with no provision for improvements in technology or the use of emissions
controls, NOx and CO impacts of over 60,000 tons/year are predicted under Alternatives B and D. Both the aggregate
horsepower number and emissions totals should be corrected. It should be stated that no allowance has been
provided for improvements in technology or the use of emissions controls. It is reasonable to project actual emissions
and ambient air impacts at far reduced levels by the anticipated use of improved engine technology, increased stack
heights, and use of other controls.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division



Farmington Proposed RMP/Final EIS APPENDIX P—Air Quality

P-23

Response:
The emission calculations only considered wellhead compressors to be needed for ½ of the new wells. The
aggregate horsepower and emissions presented for Alternatives A and B are therefore correct as shown in the DEIS.
New calculations have been included in the PRMP/FEIS for Alternatives C and D. All calculations are based on
existing available technology. Speculation on how technology will improve in the future is not appropriate. However, a
statement has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to indicate that emissions may be reduced in the future due to
improvements in technology.

Comment:
Page 4-60: The current RMP/EIS states that "...it is possible for several compressor units located close to elevated
terrain could cause an impact situation that would exceed the NO2 24-hour state standard." The 24-hour standard is
described in NMED rules as an "objective." NMED air quality permitting requirements preclude issuance of a permit
to a new or modified source of air pollutants unless they demonstrate that they will not cause an exceedance of any
state or federal ambient air standard.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Agreed. NMED air quality permitting requirements would preclude issuance of a permit to a new or modified source of
air pollutants unless it is demonstrated by modeling that the source would not cause an exceedance of any state or
federal ambient air standard.

Comment:
BLM should revise the RMP/EIS to clarify the statements regarding permitting and to note that permitting and other
mitigation measures could prevent any exceedance of the 24-hour or other air quality standard.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Agreed. Corrections and additions have been made to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
There is, however, a lack of clarity in the RMP/EIS on the issue of whether the compressor units would require
permits. Page 4-60 states that "at the time of permitting" it might be determined that compressor units located close
to elevated terrain could cause an exceedance of the 24-hour standard The RMP/EIS at Page 4-58, however,
indicates that the majority of NOx emissions that would occur would be from wellhead compressors, "...generally
small enough to fall below the NMAQB permitting and Notice of Intent...processes...." NMOGA urges BLM to revise
the RMP/EIS to clarify the statements regarding permitting, and to note that permitting and other mitigation measures
could prevent any exceedance of the 24-hour or any other air quality standard. If there are sources that are too small
to trigger the permitting requirements or in any situation where there is concern regarding an exceedance of the
24-hour standard, the concern can be resolved by increasing stack heights, relocating the compressor to a location
without such terrain features, or the addition of air pollutant control techniques.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Information presented in the DEIS about compressor sources was misleading in that it indicated that compressors
would not be subject to PSD review. The text of the FEIS has been revised. In particular, under AQB Rule 20.2.72
NMAC (Construction Permits) new stationary sources that would emit more than 25 tons per year or 10 pounds per
hour would be subject to complete air quality review and must demonstrate compliance with both AAQS and PSD
increment analysis. Some of these potential solutions for resolving the potential problem of exceeding the NO2
24-hour state standard have been added to the text of the FEIS. NMED air quality permitting requirements would
preclude issuance of a permit to a new or modified source of air pollutants unless it is demonstrated by modeling that
the source would not cause an exceedance of any state or federal ambient air standard.
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Comment:
Page 4-60: The RMP/EIS states: "...that planning area emissions from gas production potentially would produce
significant impacts to visibility to Mesa Verde National Park and San Pedro Parks National Wilderness Class I areas."
There is no adequate basis for these conclusions. BLM relied upon the Southern Ute Indian Tribe ("SUIT") DEIS far-
field modeling analysis for predicting the impact from the FFO proposed actions, by qualitatively comparing the FFO
projected emissions to those for the SUIT analysis and the proximity of the two areas to the Mesa Verde and San
Pedro Class I areas. Commenters question the reliability of this type of assessment of visibility impact to either Mesa
Verde or San Pedro Class I areas. The FFO sources are to the southeast and substantially further away from Mesa
Verde Class I area than the SUIT sources. Only actual modeling of the impacts based upon the FFO estimated
emissions can provide a reliable estimate of potential visibility impacts. Potential visibility impacts could be mitigated
by the PSD air quality permitting system, which requires analysis of visibility impacts in Class I areas, the federal
regional haze rules, which require improved visibility in Federal Class I areas by 2064, and additional control
techniques to reduce emissions of sulfur and nitrogen oxides.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Agreed. The Air Quality ROI is not limited by any type of political boundary. The potential impacts caused by project-
related emissions in PSD Class I areas such as Mesa Verde National Park and the San Pedro Wilderness Area have
been added to the analysis for Alternative B in Chapter 4 of this EIS. Information presented in the DEIS about
compressor sources was misleading in that it indicated that compressors would not be subject to PSD review. The
text of the FEIS has been revised. In particular, under AQB Rule 20.2.72 NMAC (Construction Permits) new
stationary sources that would emit more than 25 tons per year or 10 pounds per hour would be subject to complete
air quality review and must demonstrate compliance with both AAQS and PSD increment analysis. Some of these
potential solutions for resolving the potential problem of exceeding the NO2 24-hour state standard have been added
to the text of the FEIS.

Comment:
Page 4-61: The BLM should explain the rationale for the assumptions made in Notes 3 and 4 in Table 4-17. These
assumptions are pivotal in demonstrating compliance with the 24-hour NO2 standard.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The assumptions are in accordance with recommendations contained in AQB's “Guideline on Air Quality Models'”
(1998). See the section on "NO2 Modeling Methodology."

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS also fails to include appropriate measures to mitigate the adverse air quality effects that the Draft
RMP/EIS admits will likely occur.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The DEIS identifies a method to reduce NOx emissions from wellhead compressors. Discussion has also been added
to the text of Chapter 4 describing additional mitigation measures that can be applied to reduce emissions from
proposed project operations.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS fails to include a Cumulative Analysis of PSD Increment Consumption.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Agreed. The Air Quality ROI is not limited by any type of political boundary. The potential impacts caused by project-
related emissions in PSD Class I areas such as Mesa Verde National Park and the San Pedro Wilderness Area have
been added to the analysis for Alternative B in Chapter 4 of this EIS.
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Comment:
The Air Quality Modeling Analysis failed to include Topographic Data.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
Due to the land use plan level of the project description and the uncertainty of future well placement locations, the
effects of terrain were not considered in the DEIS. However, text has been added to Chapter 4 to discuss the
potential implications of terrain on the near-field modeling results.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS fails to adequately assess the air quality impacts on nearby Class I air quality areas.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Agreed. The Air Quality ROI is not limited by any type of political boundary. The potential impacts caused by project-
related emissions in PSD Class I areas such as Mesa Verde National Park and the San Pedro Wilderness Area have
been added to the analysis for Alternative B in Chapter 4 of this EIS.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS does not describe adequate mitigation measures that could be taken to avoid air quality
violations.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
The DEIS identifies a method to reduce NOx emissions from wellhead compressors. Discussion has also been added
to the text of Chapter 4 describing additional mitigation measures that can be applied to reduce emissions from
proposed project operations.

Comment:
The most glaring omission by BLM on cumulative impacts and connected actions concerns air quality. The DEIS fails
to even mention the existence of the Northern San Juan Basin Coalbed Methane EIS that is presently in preparation
by the San Juan Field Office in Durango, and which considers the impacts from up to 300 new CBM wells near
Bayfield, Colorado. There is passing reference to the Southern Ute Indian Tribe FEIS that analyzes the impacts from
over 700 new CBM wells. But nowhere does the DEIS attempt to describe and analyze the cumulative impacts from
all of the CBM and conventional gas well drilling proposed for the entire San Juan Basin, including wells literally
within sight of the FFO analysis area.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Cumulative impacts of existing sources are addressed through a consideration of the existing ambient background
concentration when determining the impact of project-related emissions.

Comment:
As you can see, asthma is a public health problem among Navajo children. Further, it is understood that as NOx
increase in the air, the number of asthma cases is exacerbated.

Richard Champany

Response:
It is true that ozone is a health hazard when above or approaching national standards. Ozone is a pungent, colorless,
toxic gas with direct health effects on humans, including respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung
functions. Groups most sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, persons with respiratory disorders, and
people who exercise strenuously outdoors. It is for these vary reasons that ambient ozone standards have been set.
The standards are designed to protect the general population, including the most sensitive members of that
population. The Ozone Task Force that was formed will work on addressing this problem.
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Comment:
Air pollution from the thousands of new compressors would destroy air quality, including the sweeping views of Mesa
Verde National Park.

Glenna Barnes
Kevin Drees
Jane McGarry

Response:
The Air Quality ROI is not limited by any type of political boundary. The potential impacts caused by project-related
emissions in PSD Class I areas such as Mesa Verde National Park and the San Pedro Wilderness Area have been
added to the analysis for Alternative B in Chapter 4 of this EIS.

Comment:
BLM must consider the cumulative impacts of all of the wells planned throughout the entire San Juan Basin. Air
quality monitoring must be done to enable forward planning instead of waiting for nonattainment forces action.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Ed Stevens
Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support

Response:
Potential cumulative damages have been quantified to the extent possible with available information in Chapter 4. A
combination of methods, including modeling based on assumptions in the document, GIS, and other recent
documents were used. The new wells, miles of new roads, and acres of surface disturbance projected for each
watershed if all federal and non-federal minerals were to be developed were quantified. Other impacts were mainly
qualitative due to the land use plan nature of the document, the large size of the planning area, and the availability of
data. The different timeframes and schedules for the Southern Ute Indian EIS and the Northern San Juan Basin EIS,
made it impractical to develop a basin-wide EIS. The issues involved with Oil and Gas development in the Colorado
portion of the San Juan Basin, particularly those dealing with surface management, are sufficiently different from
those in the FFO, that a basin-wide EIS would not provide the focused analysis needed to understand oil and gas
development options. The Farmington RMP is a land use plan revision that encompasses and analyzes issues
broader than just oil and gas development. Information from the Southern Ute Indian EIS was considered in the
development of the Farmington DRMP/EIS and incorporated as appropriate. The Carson National Forest EIS is just
getting underway and will incorporate the information from this document. BLM is participating in the NMAQB and
Four Corners Regional Ozone Task Force effort to develop plans to monitor and mitigate air quality problems.

Comment:
Any viable alternative that seriously addresses air quality will document, with contemporary modeling techniques, that
there will be no significant deterioration in NAAQS, particularly ozone and visibility, over the history of the projected
gas development.

Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau
Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
Additional qualitative analysis on the impact of project emissions on ambient ozone levels has been added to the Air
Quality section in Chapter 4 for Alternative B. Additional analysis to estimate the impact of project emissions in
Class I areas has been added to the Air Quality section in Chapter 4 for Alternative B. The DEIS concluded that
visibility impacts would be significant.

Comment:
Description and analysis of both pollutants [PM2.5 and 8-hour ozone] is recommended for inclusion in the Final EIS.
This will allow for a more comprehensive study of air pollution within the project area.

Fran Brown, Southern Ute Indian Tribe

Response:
Additional discussion of PM2.5 has been added to the text in Chapter 4 of the EIS. Under current conditions, the 1-
hour ozone standard will continue to apply and implementation actions (control measures) are based on attaining that
standard, while the 8-hour standard has been established but is not enforceable.
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Comment:
This RMP does not address what can be done to modernize and improve current levels of emissions from current
extraction, and hence does not provide the public with adequate information to consider as viable alternatives.

Forest Guardians
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The DEIS identifies a method to reduce NOx emissions from wellhead compressors. Discussion has also been added
to the text of Chapter 4 describing additional mitigation measures that can be applied to reduce emissions from
proposed project operations.

Comment:
The RMP does not address the 8-hour ozone or PM2.5 requirements. They should be added to Table 3-14 (Page
3-50), with an additional year (2001) column to show the monitored levels. Section 4, Air Quality, should discuss the
potential impact of the proposed development on these two pollutants.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
In 1997 the EPA intended to replace the existing 1-hour ozone standard of 0.12 ppm with a new 8-hour standard of
0.08 ppm. However, while the new standard has been established, the US Court of Appeals in May 1999 prohibited
the EPA from enforcing the new standard. The Court of Appeals ruling was appealed to the US Supreme Court,
which made a ruling on February 27, 2001 (Whitman vs. American Trucking Associations, Inc.). The Supreme Court
found that the EPA could set NAAQS without regard to implementation costs, but remanded the questions regarding
implementation actions for the new ozone standard back to the Court of Appeals for preserved challenges. Under
current conditions, the 1-hour ozone standard will continue to apply and implementation actions (control measures)
are based on attaining that standard, while the 8-hour standard has been established but is not enforceable.
Additional discussion of PM2.5 has been added to the text.

Comment:
As evidenced by the potential increase in emissions identified in the EIS, this project could have a significant impact
on air quality related values (AQRV) over a substantial geographic area. However, no such refined modeling was
performed nor was a PSD increment or other AQRV analysis included in the EIS. The minimal modeling and reliance
on the Southern Ute Oil and Gas EIS for the purpose of inferring impacts on the surrounding area is inappropriate.
Also, this approach seems lack sufficient environmental analysis to determine if BLM's action on this project will meet
it affirmative obligation under section 176 of the Clean Air Act. It appears that a full air quality impact analysis,
including PSD increment and AQRV impacts should be performed for this project.

Christopher Hockett, San Juan National Forest

Response:
This land use plan level EIS attempts to assess the potential impacts associated with development of a theoretical
maximum number of wells that would be located in as yet unidentified specific locations throughout a large planning
area. The assessment relies on development of a theoretical high-density well source module to determine potential
maximum PSD and visibility impacts. Because actual well development would occur in a similar fashion, i.e., as
isolated or small groupings of wells located and developed over the entire planning area throughout the 20-year
planning period, this approach is deemed appropriate. At the time each well or well group is proposed for
development, the site-specific conditions for that well or well group would be analyzed as part of the permitting
process to determine the project-specific impacts. Development of these projects would not be allowed to proceed
unless it could be demonstrated that significant impact to the AAQS, PSD increments, or Class I AQRV would not
occur.

Comment:
The amount of horsepower in existing compressor stations was underestimated. This is important for determining
whether air quality standards have not been exceeded.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
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Response:
The estimates of existing and projected compression are based on the information in the RFDS, which was derived
from industry input and data from the FFO. The RFDS is consistently used as a basis for information throughout the
document because it is the best data available. While this was used as baseline information, the determination of
whether air quality standards have been exceeded under existing conditions is based on the monitoring data from the
2 air quality monitoring stations operated by NMED/AQB in Farmington and Bloomfield.

Comment:
The air quality analysis provided in the Draft RMP/EIS does not comport with currently accepted standards for such
analyses as discussed below, which would likely show even greater impacts on air quality. Further, the Draft
RMP/EIS does not adequately analyze all of the effects on air quality for each of the alternatives, including the No
Action Alternative. Other probable adverse impacts, such as impacts on ozone concentrations and on the PSD
increments, visibility and other air quality related values in nearby Class I areas, are not analyzed at all in the Draft
RMP/EIS.

Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
The modeling protocol used in this document was reviewed by and discussed with the NMAQB prior to use. Some
additional modeling and description of the impacts related to terrain, ozone concentrations, and PSD increments was
completed in response to comments from the EPA and the NMAQB on the DRMP/EIS, and the methodology was
approved by these agencies in advance. The revised results are described in Chapter 4 of the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/ElS and Air Quality Technical Report do not justify use of the Bloomfield monitoring data to represent
maximum concentrations in the San Juan basin.

Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
The BLM will cooperate and assist the NMAQB in establishing more monitoring stations throughout the affected
project area to track the effect of gas well emissions because NMAQB has established the need for better monitoring
data. The DRMP/EIS explains the use of the Bloomfield monitoring station as the best current source of data for this
analysis because it does capture emissions from the power plants and other industry in the area including oil and gas
wells.

Comment:
Should air quality decrease or increase, monitoring will be continued, but no mitigation is identified or discussed
within the FFO EIS.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
On October 10, 2002, a task force steering committee was formed out of citizen concern about elevated ozone levels
and other air quality concerns in the Farmington area, which could affect public health. The steering committee will
work with the Environment Department and the Department of Health to study concerns in the Four Corner’s area
and to develop appropriate mitigation measures after they better understand the pollutant sources. The long-term
goals of the Task Force are to preserve the region’s air quality and prevent the area from exceeding national ambient
air quality standards in the future. The task force steering committee consists of 18 individuals representing a variety
of interests including: environmental groups, local government, industry groups, health groups, air quality agencies,
federal agencies, and concerned citizens. The BLM is an active member of the steering committee.
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Category: Alternatives Considered

Comment:
One assumption listed in the Draft RMP/EIS is that half of the new gas wells would require the use of a 250,000
British Thermal Unit (BTU) per hour gas fired separator unit. (Page 4-57 of the Draft RMP/EIS.) However, the air
quality modeling analyses did not include emissions from any separator units and thus underestimated emissions.

Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
Review of Table 4-16 in the FEIS shows that separator units would produce about 0.5 percent of the total NOx
emissions from Alternative B. These sources would have an hourly NOx emission rate of about 0.03 pounds per hour.
Since these sources are small compared to the wellhead or central compressors, inclusion of their emissions in the
modeling analyses would increase the maximum impacts estimated for the emissions module by an imperceptible
amount.
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Category: Alternatives Development

Comment:
An alternative should be analyzed that lengthens the time for extraction of mineral resources and/or minimizes
impacts to surface resources.

Charlene Anderson
Leslie Barnhart
Judith Brey
Jim Fitzgerald
Bill Humphries
Rena Kaplowitz
Julie Koehler
Steve Krest

Alexandra Lamb
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
S.D. Schemnitz, Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen
William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services
Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support
Christie Vliss
Susan Wible

Response:
A variation of this alternative is described more fully in Chapter 2 under the subtitle, Alternatives Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis. BLM does not believe it has the right to so drastically limit access to existing lease rights without
compensating the lessees, which would result in huge payouts by the BLM.

Comment:
Why don’t you use new technology that minimizes the creation of roads, concrete pads, and the resulting erosion and
other impacts to surface resources?

Charlene Anderson Mary Jo Gage
Ann Borden Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Alternative D, the Preferred Alternative, encourages the use of such new technology as directional drilling, coil tube
drilling, remote sensing and telemetry, and piping of produced water. All of these, in addition to mitigation measures
and regulatory changes will serve to minimize impacts to surface resources.

Comment:
The range of alternatives is too narrow. Prepare a new EIS that considers an alternative that minimizes impacts to
surface resources such as wildlife habitat, soil, water, and cultural resources, and does a better job of multiple use
management.

Charlene Anderson
Leslie Barnhart
Michael Carrell
D'Arline Crawford
Bill Day
Jennie Dear
Liesl Dees
Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service,

Intermountain Region
Jim Fitzgerald
W. James Judge

Paul and Jackie Levine
Mike Matz
Eileen Music
Evert Oldham
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Jeff Regan
Dave Rich
Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance
Ed Stevens
B. Brooks Taylor
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
While the alternatives do not vary greatly in the quantity of gas produced, they vary in the number of well locations
and resulting surface disturbance that would occur. The alternatives vary in the amount of surface resources to be
protected mainly by varying the acreage and location of SDAs and the management prescriptions within these areas.
The SDAs were delineated to protect especially significant resources. It is assumed, as described under Continuing
Management Guidance in Chapter 2, that current BLM policy and guidelines would provide the basis for minimizing
negative effects on surface resources while allowing oil and gas development to occur. A section on mitigation
measures and monitoring efforts has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to more clearly explain the measures to be
employed to minimize negative impacts to surface resources. Description of an alternative that was considered has
been added to Chapter 2 under the subtitle, Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.
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Comment:
Consider greater reliance on renewal resources and energy conservation.

Dave Albright
Ruth Battaglia
B.J. Boucher
Gayle Brown
Kevin Drees
Julie Koehler

Joanna Lewis
Laura Pilewski
Ron Schroeder
Jean Smith
Heather Snow
Kathleen Stachowski

Response:
This is beyond the scope of this document and outside the authority of the BLM. The BLM seeks to manage within its
existing authorities and policies, which require that valid existing mineral leases be developed responsibly.

Comment:
Why include Alternative B that does not assume BMPs and BAT if it represents a scenario that is not likely to occur?
This goes against the NEPA requirement to evaluate reasonable alternatives.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The information in the RFDS was used to develop the oil and gas development scenarios under each alternative. Use
of Alternative B allowed the analysis to demonstrate the potential impacts if more new well pads and roads were
installed than assumed using the relatively conservative estimate in the RFDS. The projected well numbers are
projected based on good data, but it is possible that they underestimated the new wellbores over the planning period,
and should not be used as the upper limit for analysis. Inclusion of this alternative provides the BLM managers with
information on the impacts to resources if less than the projected level of dual completions and commingling would
occur.

Comment:
The No Action Alternative fails to address actual resource management. It deals with numbers of wells, and
underestimations of acreages of surface disturbance, rather than providing the public with some information
regarding the capabilities of the FFO to effectively manage under alternative development scenarios.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
All alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, address the same issues and propose variations in resource
management. While policies and management guidance are presented, the staff and other capabilities of the BLM
that are needed to manage the land under each scenario or alternative would be subject to annual budgets. The
proposals for land use management in this RMP can be used to develop and justify budget requests.

Comment:
According to CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1502.14), the Draft RMP/EIS should include a reasonable alternative
not within the lead agency's jurisdiction (i.e., denial of oil and gas lease development). No such alternative is
presented. Ample case law exists where the courts upheld this requirement.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
BLM believes that denial of oil and gas lease development is not a reasonable alternative. Blanket denial of
development on existing leases could lead to large claims against the government for denial of valid existing rights or
violation of correlative rights. The PRMP/FEIS is not used to approve individual wells. Environmental impacts of
projects to develop existing leases are analyzed on case-by-case basis during the APD process. If an EA indicates
significant environmental impacts, the BLM will conduct further analysis examining other alternatives including project
denial.
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Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS, or at least the No Action Alternative, should acknowledge the management deficiencies of the
past, and present alternatives that are realistic for BLM implementation. As such, please provide some evidence of
the FFO track record, so that the public can in fact use the No Action Alternative as a baseline for comparison. For
example, several FFO EAs I have read included a "Noxious Weed Management Plan." These plans stated that a
baseline of invasive species infestations must be established; that infestations must be controlled/eradicated by the
applicant; and that annual inventory follow-up surveys and Monitoring Reports must be filed. Of the hundreds
(thousands?) of FONSIs/CE issued for oil and gas developments over the last 10 years, how many invasive species
Monitoring Reports are on file at the FFO? Without some assurances that the FFO is in fact implementing these
programs and COA, the impact determinations throughout this Draft RMP/EIS are meaningless.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
While policies and management guidance are presented, the staff and other capabilities of the BLM that are needed
to manage the land under each scenario or alternative would be subject to annual budgets. The proposals for land
use management in this RMP can be used to develop and justify budget requests. Monitoring of weed infestations is
an ongoing effort of the FFO. Maps have recently been created that locate and identify noxious weeds. This RMP/EIS
has taken the first step in identifying the amount of surface disturbance anticipated, to assist in future planning and
management.

Comment:
The No Action Alternative is not presented as a serious alternative. It is just used as a baseline.

Jim Fitzgerald
Julie Koehler
Janet Rees

Response:
The No Action Alternative assumes that the current type of management extends over the planning period. It is used
as a baseline and is required by NEPA.

Comment:
If BLM is violating the Clean Air Act and Endangered Species Act under some alternatives, the No Action Alternative
should be selected.

Jim Fitzgerald

Response:
The BLM is not violating the CAA and the ESA. The analysis presented under some alternatives identifies the
potential for air quality impacts so the BLM can be aware and plan to monitor and mitigate so air quality damage does
not occur. It has never been stated that the BLM is violating the ESA.

Comment:
A new alternative that documents no significant deterioration in air quality should be analyzed using contemporary
modeling techniques.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
The air quality modeling used for the DRMP/EIS is a contemporary method that was first approved by the
NMED/AQB, the agency with primacy over air quality enforcement in New Mexico. The impacts presented that were
based on the analysis revealed the most severe situation that could occur without mitigation measures. Through
monitoring and cooperation with AQB and EPA to develop mitigation measures, no significant deterioration is
anticipated. Additional information on monitoring and mitigation plans has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
None of the alternatives described offers any substantive protection of appropriate recreational use of the land in
question or any real protection of the environment or wildlife.

Camille Matthews, Three Rivers Back Country
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Response:
The Preferred Alternative includes additional areas to be designated for motorized and non-motorized vehicles, as
well as many more ACECs to protect cultural resources that are visited by tourists. Some existing designated
recreation areas, such as Simon and Thomas Canyons, build on the limits on oil and gas development by adding
NSO areas or timing limitations to benefit recreational uses and wildlife. While OHV access is limited to maintained
roads over the majority of the FFO in the Preferred Alternative, additional trails that have been requested by the
public have been added and plans are stated for opening up additional areas for OHVs once it has been determined
that they would not cause damage to surface resources. There is a significant increase over the No Action Alternative
in the acreage under timing limitations to benefit wildlife under the Preferred Alternative.

Comment:
While oil and gas is an important economic resource, a plan that focuses on this resource alone is flawed and short-
sighted.

Camille Matthews, Three Rivers Back Country

Response:
The plan focuses only on oil and gas development outside the FFO area, but within the FFO area, 4 other issues,
identified during scoping, have been addressed in the alternatives. It may appear that the focus is on mineral
development because that is the greatest single source of impacts to surface resources.

Comment:
The Preferred Alternative does not adequately protect recreation from noise impacts.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Implementation of the Noise Policy would result in lower noise levels from compressors in the most commonly used
recreation areas, including the cultural sites that are established as interpretive sites for tourists. BLM believes that
this approach provides a balance between increased costs to industry for noise mitigation and lower noise levels at
the commonly used recreation areas. BLM acknowledges that this does not lower noise levels at all dispersed
recreation areas.

Comment:
Since tourism generates similar expenditures to the oil and gas industry in the Planning Area and is expected to
grow, recreation resources should be protected, not degraded.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Alternative D strives to protect recreation resources while still enabling access to valid existing lease rights for oil and
gas development. It includes additional areas to be designated for motorized and non-motorized vehicles, as well as
many new ACECs to protect cultural resources visited by tourists that are designated as Noise Sensitive Areas.
Some existing designated recreation areas, such as Simon and Thomas Canyons, build on the limits to oil and gas
development by adding NSO areas or timing limitations to benefit recreational uses and wildlife.

Comment:
The alternatives all carry forward the management decision to allow federal mineral extraction on 99 percent of the
FFO, resulting in favoring one land use, oil and gas development, over all others.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The BLM seeks to manage within its existing authorities and policies, which require that valid existing mineral leases
be developed responsibly. The description of an alternative that was considered has been added to Chapter 2 under
the subtitle, “Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.” This will explain more fully the reasons for not fully
developing an alternative without a major mineral development component. It should be noted that while 99 percent
of the high development area is leased and would be developed, the high development area comprises
approximately 60 percent of the FFO.
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Comment:
Incorporating specific provisions by reference might add a desired level of detail to the RMP/EIS.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
A new section that summarizes the mitigation measures has been added to the PRMP/FEIS, which should add some
detail. Many of the existing policies and guidelines are referenced in Chapter 2 under Continuing Management
Guidance. Specific BMPs that are currently used or would be proposed would be designed to meet the needs of each
site and situation, so would not be appropriate to discuss in detail in this land use planning level document. If industry
representatives have recommendations on appropriate BMPs to be utilized, they can discuss with the FFO staff at
any time.

Comment:
Try to keep mineral leases under federal surface ownership instead of splitting mineral and surface management
through land transfers, as stated in the Preferred Alternative.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
Any decisions that would increase the amount of split estate would be made only if land transfers would benefit
federal land and resource management. The stated acreage increases listed under Alternative D are the maximum
possible if all SDAs were consolidated under federal management and all land exchanges proposed were to be
carried out.

Comment:
Leave the timing limitations as they are under Alternative A.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
In the interest of improving wildlife habitat management while allowing oil and gas development, BLM still proposes to
enact the timing limitations as described under Alternative D. The timing limitations under current management (No
Action Alternative) have been found to be inadequate due to impacts to wildlife.

Comment:
Page 2-236. The final sentence in column one should be amended to recognize the need for emergency repairs to
prevent economic loss to be authorized by inserting the words "and economic loss" following "environmental
contamination." In addition, the BLM should ensure that the definition of "emergency repairs" is consistent with Rule
3100.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Comment is noted. The intention here is to state that exceptions to the timing limitations are possible, with the main
focus on safety and environmental health.

Comment:
Need to allow for a more flexible approach to the existing requirement of advance notice and approval prior to
installation of a new compressor.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The Noise Policy under the Preferred Alternative has been developed with input from industry and other federal
agencies. BLM would provide operators with maps of the areas affected by NSA requirements and would have up to
60 days after the source is set in the field to meet the standard. Allowances are stated for exceptions on a case-by-
case basis.
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Comment:
The alternatives do not comply with FLPMA because they do not consider all reasonable alternatives and do not
prevent unnecessary degradation of public lands. The alternatives would all result in permanent impairment of soil
and wasting of water through surface impacts.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The BLM seeks to manage within its existing authorities and policies, which require that valid existing mineral leases
be developed responsibly. The alternatives vary in the amount of surface resources to be protected mainly by varying
the acreage and location of SDAs and the management prescriptions within these areas. The SDAs were delineated
to protect especially significant resources. While it is true that construction of roads and well pads would permanently
alter soils, this is not the same as saying that the soils would be permanently impaired. The mitigation measures
required by policy and law would minimize the impacts to surface resources. It is assumed, as described under
Continuing Management Guidance in Chapter 2, that current BLM policy and guidelines would provide the basis for
minimizing negative effects on surface resources while allowing oil and gas development to occur. A section on
mitigation measures and monitoring efforts has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to more clearly explain the measures
to be employed to minimize negative impacts to surface resources.

Comment:
Please revise the Preferred Alternative to establish a net gain in public lands over the planning period.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Public lands would be acquired to improve the BLM’s ability to manage within specially designated areas, when
available from other landowners. There is no stated goal of increasing the total public land acreage and no identified
need was brought up during public scoping.

Comment:
Develop a proposal that minimizes the negative impacts on the desert ecosystems, wildlife, air quality, and the
experience of nature. Take some pride in protecting cultural resources.

Jan Garton

Response:
The existing and proposed SDAs do reflect the BLM goal of protecting and preserving cultural resources. Project-
specific procedures are utilized to negate or otherwise minimize impacts to cultural resources.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS leaves some gaps in information . . . there are two areas in which BLM may wish to expand its
discussions. The first area is situations in which the RMP/EIS refers to existing regulatory programs, such as in its
discussions of the use of BMPs to control erosion and preserve water quality. In these instances, incorporating
specific provisions by reference might add a desired level of detail to the RMP/EIS. The other situation involves
situations where BLM will have to develop guidelines, practices, and procedures in the future to guide specific,
practical decisions that will implement this blueprint. An example here would be any new BMPs that BLM might
create over time to implement the requirements of the RMP/EIS.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
A new section that summarizes the mitigation measures has been added to the PRMP/FEIS, which should add some
detail. Many of the existing policies and guidelines are referenced in Chapter 2 under Continuing Management
Guidance. Specific BMPs that are currently used or would be proposed would be designed to meet the needs of each
site and situation, so would not be appropriate to discuss in detail in this land use planning level document. If industry
representatives have recommendations on appropriate BMPs to be utilized, they can discuss with the FFO staff at
any time.
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Comment:
Despite a detailed compilation of many sources of significant adverse impacts on wildlife habitat, the DEIS team
nevertheless proposes an alternative that would implement such impacts. The decision to select Alternative D given
the evidence for significant impacts on the wildlife resource seems inconsistent with the analysis conducted by the
DEIS team.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
The BLM is tasked with multiple resource management, which includes the extraction of mineral resources. Further
monitoring and mitigation measures are planned to be employed to identify and reduce the adverse impacts to wildlife
habitat. BLM believes that denial of oil and gas lease development is not a reasonable alternative, for reasons
described in an alternative added to Chapter 2 under the subtitle, “Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.”
The selection of Alternative D as the Preferred Alternative does not, however, mean that this alternative will be
selected in its entirety in the Record of Decision for the RMP.

Comment:
If the analyses in the DEIS suggest that environmental costs are too high, or appropriate mitigation actions are
unavailable, the correct decision is to propose a No Action Alternative. Importantly, Alternative A is NOT a No Action
Alternative. This Alternative allows substantial oil and gas development and the potential for extensive environmental
degradation from almost unconstrained OHV use.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
The No Action Alternative assumes that the current type of management extends over the planning period. The No
Action alternative is not supposed to be static or to assume that no actions occur, but assumes that current
management decisions and actions would continue throughout the planning period. Under its policies and
regulations, the BLM cannot choose to stop all land management including mineral extraction.

Comment:
Political pressure for oil and gas development does not set aside legal requirements for the protection of
environmental resources. For example, the BLM is required to manage species in such a manner as to ensure
actions that they authorize, fund, or carry out do not contribute to the need to list any species under the Endangered
Species Act. However, proposed oil and gas development under all alternatives has a high potential to adversely
impact the mountain plover, and the potential recovery of the Colorado pikeminnow and Razorback sucker.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
According to the informal Section 7 consultation conducted by the BLM under the ESA, the USFWS has determined
that there would be no adverse effect to threatened and endangered species as a result of the proposed action. In
response to the submitted Biological Assessment, the USFWS issued a concurrence letter to the FFO on October 2,
2002, that documents the lack of anticipated adverse impacts to T&E species under BLM management.

Comment:
A map showing all well locations over time (50 years) should be included to discuss and illustrate the cumulative
impacts over time.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
This would be useful but the information is not available.
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Category: Alternatives Support

Comment:
IPAMS supports Alternative D, the BLM's Preferred Alternative, and agrees with the New Mexico Oil and Gas
Association's comments, which are incorporated herein by reference. The proposed actions in Alternative D will
provide many benefits for the State of New Mexico and the nation, while allowing energy to be developed in a way
that protects the environment. It is required that BLM consider the socio-economic benefits of producing these
resources. Alternative D will contribute to the economy of New Mexico through job creation and the generation of
much needed revenue to local, state, and federal governments. Alternative D also complies with the President's
directive to increase domestic energy supply to help meet America's demand for energy, thereby lessening our
dependence on foreign supplies. Alternative D will provide natural gas to meet the increasing demand for energy.
By 2020, the Energy Information Administration expects the United States will need 50 percent more natural gas and
⅓ more oil to meet this escalating demand. Allowing production of 11,125 Bscf or 99.7 percent of the estimated
resource value, as proposed in Alternative D, will help ensure that our nation's energy needs are met. The number of
people currently employed by the oil and gas industry in the Farmington area is more than 11,000 people, and this
number would be expected to increase during the next 20 years. In 2000, the amount received in total revenues by
the local, state, and federal governments through mineral royalties, severance, ad valorem, and sales and use taxes
from the planning area was approximately $3.6 billion. With the increased oil and natural gas production provided for
under Alternative D, this could be far greater than the $72 billion that we estimate would be generated under
Alternative A, the No Action Alternative.

Grant Melvin, Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
It is difficult to determine how the Preferred Alternative was chosen over other alternatives evaluated, including the
No Action Alternative.

Robert Lawrence, Environmental Protection Agency

Response:
The Preferred Alternative was selected in the DRMP as the alternative that best met the purpose, need, and
objectives of the plan.

Comment:
Alternative C, the Conservation Alternative, comes close to addressing the stature and proper management of the
Dinetah's world-class cultural resources, and I would support that alternative as a good beginning.

Isaac Eastvold

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
The Preferred Alternative D would not, in my opinion, adequately protect the all-important character of the Dinetah's
rock art and other cultural sites, although it might protect the actual physical resource in some cases.

Isaac Eastvold

Response:
This EIS is a land use plan level document and is not project-specific. Dinetah sites would be protected or mitigated
as part of normal Section 106 compliance procedures.
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Category: Biological Assessment

Comment:
The addition of the Laguna Seca SMA is not warranted.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
BLM cooperates with the USFWS in the preservation of species as outlined in the Endangered Species Act. BLM
proposes to establish the Laguna Seca Area of Environmental Concern (ACEC) to protect and manage the USFWS
designated Mexican spotted owl critical habitat in accordance with the 1995 Recovery Plan for the Mexican Spotted
Owl (MSO). The Biological Assessment (BA) analyses the impacts of the RMP Revision to the MSO and the
management actions planned. The USFWS has concurred with MSO management as outlined in the BA.

Comment:
BLM should limit size of Laguna Seca ACEC to the number of acres of critical habitat designated by the USFWS on
FFO land (2,617 acres) not the proposed size under the proposed action (7,460 acres of federal lands).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
BLM cooperates with the USFWS in the preservation of species as outlined in the Endangered Species Act. BLM
proposes to establish the Laguna Seca Area of Environmental Concern (ACEC) to protect and manage the USFWS
designated Mexican spotted owl critical habitat in accordance with the 1995 Recovery Plan for the Mexican Spotted
Owl (MSO). The Biological Assessment (BA) analyses the impacts of the RMP Revision to the MSO and the
management actions planned. The USFWS has concurred with MSO management and affects determination as
outlined in the BA.

Comment:
BLM should perform a financial analysis for each species listed in BLM 2002b.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Such an analysis is beyond the scope of a biological assessment.

Comment:
BLM should provide documentation of actual AFO and FFO specific studies carried out since last RMP-EIS.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Studies carried out by AFO and FFO regarding listed species since the last RMP-EIS are summarized in the
biological assessment.

Comment:
BLM should provide a cost estimate associated with Mexican spotted owl surveys funded by industry.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
To date, all surveys have been funded by BLM. BLM surveyed the entire designated critical habitat in 2001 and 2002.

Comment:
BLM should confirm that the USFWS gave proper notice for its proposed rule.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
It is suggested that parties interested in the USFWS notification procedures contact the USFWS. BLM is bound by
this designated critical habitat.
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Comment:
No Mexican spotted owls were ever identified during surveys on FFO and AFO land.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
A Mexican spotted owl was detected in the designated critical habitat during the summer of 2002 – see BA Pages
5-53 to 5-55.

Comment:
Mexican spotted owl survey requirement is unnecessary even though it may be currently required. BLM should
clearly define the allowable access timeframe and all acreage associated with all proposed SMAs.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Management for the MSO is outlined in the BA. The USFWS has concurred with proposed management for the MSO
and the effects determination as stated within the BA.

Comment:
Confirm that the great-horned owl occurs in the proposed Laguna Seca SMA and provide information on other raptors
within the proposed SMA.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The great-horned owl is known to occur in the proposed Laguna Seca SMA. Great-horned owls also occur throughout
the range of the MSO. The presence of great-horned owls in suitable MSO habitat does not preclude MSO from
occupying suitable habitat.

Comment:
If the Mexican spotted owl should be identified on the Laguna Seca SMA, oil and gas operators should be given
unrestricted access so the effects of oil and gas development activities on this species can be determined.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
BLM cooperates with the USFWS in the preservation of species as outlined in the Endangered Species Act. BLM
proposes to establish the Laguna Seca Area of Environmental Concern (ACEC) to protect and manage the USFWS
designated Mexican spotted owl critical habitat in accordance with the 1995 Recovery Plan for the Mexican Spotted
Owl (MSO). The Biological Assessment (BA) analyses the impacts of the RMP Revision to the MSO and the
management actions planned. The USFWS has concurred with MSO management and effects determination as
outlined in the BA.

Comment:
Text changes to the Mountain plover section of the biological assessment are suggested. In addition, items listed
under “Effects Determination” in the biological assessment are objected to including: 1) There may be significant oil
and gas development in the potential mountain plover habitat instead of “little” development as stated in the biological
assessment. 2) There is no benefit to designating large geographic areas as potential mountain plover habitat.
3) Preconstruction surveys should not be required. 4) Constraints on an operator if the mountain plover is found in a
proposed project area should be specified. 5) There is no information indicating that permanent noise sources would
adversely impact migratory bird populations. 6) Proposed mountain plover SMA should not be implemented.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
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Response:
The BLM has reviewed the suggested text changes for the mountain plover section of the biological assessment and
has decided to leave the write-up as is. BLM acknowledges possible oil and gas development may be higher than
estimated. The designation of “critical habitat” is the responsibility of the USFWS and not BLM. The BA states that
12,000 acres of potential mountain plover habitat of FFO land in widely dispersed segments. The BA also states that
BLM does not propose a mountain plover SMA or ACEC. The BA does outline the process proposed project approval
and the application of stipulations on the 12,000 acres of designated potential mountain plover habitat consisting of
construction outside of the breeding season (April 1 to July 31), or a survey to insure there are no impacts to plovers
such as the destruction of an active nest. Noise mitigation may be required on permanent facilities on a site-specific
basis if negative impacts to nesting plovers can be determined. Mountain plover management and effects
determinations are analyzed in the BA and the USFWS has concurred with BLM effects determinations.

Comment:
BLM should provide the volume and type of technical evidence data that would be necessary to request the USFWS
to remove the critical habitat from the Laguna Seca area.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
It is suggested that parties interested in the USFWS notification procedures contact the USFWS. BLM is bound by
this designated critical habitat.
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Category: Biological Resources Technical Report

Comment:
SAIC (2002b) should deal directly with surface disturbance impacts on wildlife through out the planning area.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
SAIC (2002b) was prepared principally, to provide background information for sensitive species and the potential
negative impacts to wildlife habitat as a result of oil and gas development and operations.

Comment:
SAIC (2002b) should go through peer review.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
SAIC (2002b) has gone through a review process that is typical for a NEPA related document, which includes internal
review and then public review. The BLM believes this review process is adequate for SAIC (2002b).

Comment:
SAIC (2002b) does not quantify or summarize other impacts such as predation and/or grazing.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The impacts of grazing on biological resources on the planning area were addressed in separate NEPA documents
as summarized in the biological assessment. Predation does have an impact on wildlife but the purpose of the EIS is
to assess the impacts of proposed human activities on biological resources.

Comment:
Quantifying possible habitat loss from new development should not be so lightly disregarded in SAIC (2002b).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Both direct and functional habitat loss are analyzed for all alternatives in the EIS and SAIC (2002b).

Comment:
BLM should provide a plan to validate and verify the relevance of the many “commonly” accepted standards for the
RMP-EIS area.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Comment unclear.

Comment:
BLM should review effectiveness of reseeding of oil and gas locations and pipeline ROWs and present this in SAIC
(2002b).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
SAIC (2002b) was prepared principally, to provide background information for sensitive species and the potential
negative impacts to wildlife habitat as a result of oil and gas development and operations.
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Comment:
Road kill analysis should be included in SAIC (2002b).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
SAIC (2002b) was prepared principally, to provide background information for sensitive species and the potential
negative impacts to wildlife habitat as a result of oil and gas development and operations.

Comment:
BLM should include three criteria that are commonly used in discussions regarding big game habitat.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
SAIC (2002b) was prepared principally, to provide background information for sensitive species and the potential
negative impacts to wildlife habitat as a result of oil and gas development and operations.

Comment:
Travel on roads in the planning area including the SMAs has not been adequately addressed.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The BLM agrees that travel on roads in the planning area has not been adequately addressed. There is very little
planning area specific information on this topic. As mitigation, the BLM is proposing a study to investigate various
factors related to habitat fragmentation on the planning area. This proposed study will include an analysis of vehicle
traffic density, timing, and other factors on planning area roads in the high oil and gas development areas. This study
would be funded, at least in part, by entities such as the oil and gas companies that construct new roads in the
planning area.

Comment:
SAIC 2002b should address the use of gates on the planning area.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
SAIC (2002b) was prepared principally, to provide background information for sensitive species and the potential
negative impacts to wildlife habitat as a result of oil and gas development and operations.

Comment:
Conclusions regarding adverse habitat effects within 660 feet and 1,320 feet of roads within the planning area should
be disregarded at present.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The BLM concludes that the analysis regarding the effects within 660 and 1,320 feet of roads are valid and should
remain in the EIS and SAIC (2002b). If funding and personnel allow, the BLM may initiate a study regarding the
effects of roads on big game on FFO land. This study would include determining the number of vehicles using FFO
roads as mentioned above as well as measuring other parameters such as big game use of habitats relative to roads
and road density, big game population sizes, and other parameters.
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Category: BLM Management Capacity/Strategy

Comment:
Additional inspectors and other field staff are needed to enforce standards, lease requirements, and COAs.

Paul Adams
Jennie Dear
Bill and Marguerite Flick
Paul Lerno
Louis Montoya

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
Ken Stanley
Ron Taylor
Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The FFO has recently received an allocation to hire additional minerals staff. Resources, including staff, are based on
annual budget allocations. However, the RMP can be used to establish the need for funding requests so it can be
implemented.

Comment:
Document compliance problems for oil and gas wells and require that problems be fixed before any new APDs are
approved for that operator. Use the grazing permittee as the watchdog to monitor compliance to assist BLM staff.

Rob Costello

Response:
Although BLM has in the past and will continue to follow-up on problems brought to our attention by members of the
public, because an enforcement action is potentially involved, the authority rests solely with the BLM to enforce
compliance.

Comment:
Don’t acquire more land. You do seem to have more land than you can handle right now.

Mary Beth Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
BLM only intends to acquire more land if it would improve the management of the resources within SDA or other
boundaries.

Comment:
The FFO needs to do a better job of enforcing compliance with existing laws, policies, and COAs, including adequate
reclamation and implementation of mitigation measures.

Charlene Anderson
Keith Baker
Paul Bandy
J.D. Barnett
Heather Beghtol
Ann Borden
Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute
Billy Chiquito, Pueblo Pintado Community
Beth Corter
Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association
D'Arline Crawford
Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Liesl Dees
Nora Flucke
Ann George
Jan Holt

David Hamlow
Wilma Jean Kaime, Kaime Ranch
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Eileen Music
Evert Oldham
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
David Peters
Laura Pilewski
Janet Rees
Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting
Jack Scott, City of Aztec
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
Charles Stone
Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch
David Wacker, Conoco, Inc.
Susan Wible
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Response:
Recent reorganization, since the publication of the Draft RMP/EIS, has created a compliance arm within the FFO
Environmental Protection Team. This emphasis on compliance seeks the following objectives: 1) to assure that all
new and old development meets all conditions of approval. 2) to focus on emphasis of conditions of approval on
existing infrastructure to bring this development to appropriate standards. 3) to utilize an interdisciplinary team of
resource experts to assess the ecological condition of the reclaimed well locations and recommend appropriate
action based on ecological health standards. 4) to review and clear the backlog on existing abandoned well locations.

Comment:
There should be some discussion of how the proposed OHV regulations would be enforced.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Changing the majority of the land in the FFO to OHV access that is limited to maintained roads, with signage
indicating areas that are open or closed to OHV access, would assist in enforcement of OHV regulations by clarifying
the locations where OHVs are allowed for the public and the enforcement staff. It would be clear that, on most roads,
OHVs would be permitted, while most OHVs traveling cross-country would be in violation.

Comment:
BLM must protect the environment in the Four Corners.

Paul Lerno

Response:
While limited resources are always a concern in site-specific situations, implementation of BLM policies and
guidelines are a priority of the FFO staff. To that end, they have recently made some changes to staffing to
supplement their Environmental Protection Team.

Comment:
Please protect potential access to our environment—to our air, our water, our land, and our quality of life—in a
resource-sensitive way.

M. Hawkins Rebecca Koeppen

Response:
It is assumed, as described under Continuing Management Guidance in Chapter 2, that current BLM policy and
guidelines would provide the basis for minimizing negative effects on surface resources while allowing oil and gas
development to occur. A section on mitigation measures and monitoring efforts has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to
more clearly explain the measures to be employed to minimize negative impacts to surface resources.

Comment:
Oil and gas companies should be required to set aside funds for rehabilitation of the land and air, and to be liable for
health problems.

John Herr

Response:
Oil and gas companies currently post national bonds that cover all of their leases and wells. There are requirements
for them to adequately reclaim the sites and other federal and state laws govern offsite damages to surface water.
Many activities and industries combine to affect air quality in the region. Unless it can be definitely shown that oil and
gas companies are the sole cause of damage to air quality, it would be impossible to make them liable for all impacts.

Comment:
Will the industry pay for the water remediation systems to extract the hydrogen sulfide and the methane out of the
well water?

Darsi Olson

Response:
Hydrogen sulfide and methane have not been shown to be a problem in the groundwater in this region.
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Comment:
I did not see an adequate definition of the protection of surface resources on private property.

Bill Humphries

Response:
On Page 2-2 of the Draft RMP/EIS, there is a statement that BLM issues the APDs for federal minerals and
encourages the operator or lessee to obtain consent and agreements for surface use from the private surface owner.
It is up to the non-federal surface owner to negotiate and implement protection and management of their surface
resources directly with the lessee.

Comment:
Until FFO can develop effective reclamation techniques, and consistently enforce their implementation, no decision
that relies on the assumption that current reclamation procedures are effective will be valid.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
Current BLM policies and guidelines provide effective reclamation methods. With the increase in staffing that is now
occurring, enforcement should be more successful.

Comment:
Appendix G should be identified as a general list of potential COAs that may be amended, waived, or specified to
meet site-specific requirements. The comment includes detailed recommendations for changes to the wording of the
text in Appendix G.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Appendix G is included in the document only as examples of the Conditions of Approval and Standard Terms and
Conditions that may be used and to provide context to the information in the RMP/EIS. As explained in Chapter 2
under Continuing Management Guidance, each COA varies in its detail according to the site requirements and the
findings of environmental and cultural resource surveys during the approval process. It also explains that these can
change over time to comply with changes in policy, laws, and regulations. The documents in Appendix G are not
under consideration for revision.

Comment:
The final plan should fully recognize the concept of multiple use management and not be driven by one dominant
use.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute
Rebecca Koeppen

Response:
Multiple use management is a primary consideration in BLM land management, which is the reason that SDAs have
been designated with management prescriptions that address many uses of the land. The plan was driven by the
major issues identified during scoping and proposes changes to the management of other activities such as OHV use
and land transfers. In the high development area, oil and gas development are important drivers for land
management because the BLM must allow for the development of existing leases.

Comment:
Page 1-10: The word "should" in the last sentence on the page should be replaced with the word "will." Managing
split estate lands requires more effort on the part of the federal government than managing in-holdings.

Brian Wood, Permits West, Inc.

Response:
The text has been changed as recommended.
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Comment:
No adequate discussion of the enforcement of OHV regulations is included in the DEIS. Roads allow increased
recreational access to OHVs, which results in increased disturbance to wildlife. Increased OHV use leads to
extensive and long lasting destruction of habitat.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
Under the Preferred Alternative, extensive changes to OHV management are proposed, some of which are proposed
to limit cross-country travel in critical wildlife habitat, riparian areas, and other high resource value locations in the
field office.
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Category: BLM Planning Criteria

Comment:
The Planning Criteria were under-developed and short-sighted. The "5 Planning Issues" have exacerbated an
approach that needs better direction. I suggest not focusing on several site-specific issues, but paying greater
attention to regional resources, ecosystem management and best available technologies.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
The planning issues were based on the comments received during public scoping. The planning criteria were
developed to address the issues by considering scoping comments and knowledge of the BLM and the cooperating
agencies. Regional resources, ecosystem management, and best available technologies were incorporated into one
or more of the alternatives and their analysis. Due to the land use plan level of the RMP/EIS, site-specific issues were
not and could not be addressed.
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Category: CBM

Comment:
The DEIS does not include a specific analysis of horizontal drilling which may be specifically suited for coalbed
methane development. The DEIS needs to analyze this proven, reasonable alternative technology for extracting gas.
It could potentially eliminate the need for thousands of new wells, particularly if one presumes that about half the
proposed wells are CBM wells, and one horizontal well can replace four vertical wells.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The EIS incorporates alternative drilling technologies in its analysis of impacts. The RFDS, upon which the EIS is
partially based, considers a 25 percent decrease in surface locations associated with all alternative drilling
technologies, which could include horizontal drilling. The BLM is not in the position where it can mandate the type of
technology used to extract minerals from any particular formation; however, it does impose conditions that manage
the condition of the land’s surface and its natural resources. Specific decisions related to drilling and production are
left to the operators, subject to the approval of the BLM. An overview of CBM operations in the San Juan basin of
northwestern New Mexico and the Powder River basin of central Wyoming has been added to the PRMP/FEIS. It
includes a brief description of how CBM is formed and provides the basis examining why production operations may
vary from play to play. The BLM is monitoring the results of CDX and other operator’s directional operations in the
Fruitland Coal and other horizons in the San Juan Basin. We hope that their endeavors both in the short- and long-
term will prove to be successful and have far reaching benefits for both resource recovery and reduction in surface
impacts.
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Category: Coal Development

Comment:
Disturbance from underground coal mining activities would be less than oil and gas development. Stipulations
allowing development of coal leasing in paleontological protection areas on a case-by-case basis would be
acceptable.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Due to resource values (paleontological) and health and safety concerns, only a portion of the coal lease interest
area outside of the paleontological and recreational SDAs would be available for leasing under Alternative D. Under
Alternative B, all of BHPs coal leasing interests would be available for leasing and the SDAs would be reduced to an
area outside of the proposed coal lease boundary (see Maps B & D).

Comment:
BLM should be able to limit public access to areas that may be unsafe due to underground coal mining.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
A portion of the Additional Coal Interest area (Twin Peaks) would be closed to coal leasing because of the Piñon
Mesa Recreation area. The lands in T30N, R14W, section 10, 15, 14 and portions of 22, 23 and 26 would be closed
to leasable and salable minerals. This would minimize potential liability to the United States, the State of New Mexico
and BHP.

Comment:
It is unfair to limit underground coal mining in areas where oil and gas development would be permitted since
disturbance from the former would be far less than the latter.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Comment noted. Oil and gas surface disturbances are more easily controlled than underground mine subsidence.
New Mexico Mining & Mineral Division requires complete closure of surface areas associated with underground
mining activities. Therefore, impacts from oil and gas production are less restrictive on outdoor recreational
opportunities and more easily managed than mining operations.

Comment:
As to private leases held by oil and gas lessees within the Deep Lease and Deep Lease Extension areas, the
applicable coal reservation under the Coal Lands Act of 1910, counsel in favor of the federal coal being the primary
resource and dominant estate for development purposes.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
Tables 2-11 and 2-12 [pgs 2-243 through 2-245] compare options and impacts of the four resource management
alternatives. The potential impact from coal extraction, processing, and use should be included in these tables
including, but not limited to, surface disturbance, erosion, loss of native vegetation, wildlife habitat loss, air quality
over 20 years, ground water, visibility, cultural sites, paleontology, noise, and employment. Map 2-9 shows suitable
areas for Alternative B. It should be retitled if it is also applicable to Alternatives C and D. Otherwise, add maps that
indicate coal development areas under Alternatives C and D.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
At the time leasing occurs, the State of New Mexico Mining and Mineral Division requires a full mining and
reclamation plan that quantifies vegetation, soils, water, air, wildlife, noise, visibility, and resource values.
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Comment:
The RMP should identify the potential air quality impact of coal development under each proposed alternative and
discuss how those issues will be addressed. The following paragraph would clarify these points: "For any proposed
new coal development, increase in current extraction, or use, the BLM will coordinate with all appropriate agencies of
State, Federal, and Tribal Governments to ensure compliance with laws and regulations. Project-specific modeling
and an environmental assessment will be prepared with the opportunity for public input. Air quality will be examined in
conjunction with the NMED-AQB, following applicable permit procedures."

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
It is explained on Page 2-4 of the Draft RMP/EIS that “EAs are developed prior to leasing and before mining is
approve, with the purpose of analyzing the impacts of coal mining on the natural and cultural resources in the area of
the proposed mine site.” Additional text has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to clarify this.

Comment:
Alternatives B, C, and D all include increased emphasis on coal development. A sense of the increase can be
obtained by looking at the Summary Table (DEIS at Summary-3), which shows coal acreage increasing 2.75 times,
from 138,000 acres to 278,275 acres under Alternative C, "environmental emphasis." The maps are unclear about
this aspect. Map 2-4 (back insert) shows specially designated areas under Alternative A (current plan), including
extensive areas called the "coal belt." This feature disappears on Maps 2-8, 2-10, and 2-11, leaving the impression
that under the new RMP, large areas are no longer available for coal mining. Map 2-9 (DEIS at 2-228) shows areas
suitable for coal development. Map 2-2 (DEIS at 3-22) shows the same areas being disposed because they are of no
special value and are difficult to manage. The DEIS discusses the Coal Belt SMA and says: "The FFO would retain
the public (surface) land in the SMA because of the large coal deposits and the possibility of conflicts between other
future surface owner(s) regarding coal leasing and/or mining." (DEIS at 2-214). Maps 2-10 and 2-11 do not show the
14 PRLAs for coal that are included in Alternatives C and D. The 17 Competitive Coal Leasing Tracts that are part of
Alternative D should also include Map 2-11. (DEIS at 2-234 and 2-241). It would be most helpful to add maps that
clearly show the areas where coal development would be encouraged under Alternatives B, C, and D. Map 2-9
shows suitable areas for Alternative B. If it is applicable to Alternatives C and D as well, it should be so stated. A
discussion of the relative probability under each alternative would also help. The planning area contains coal of
different grades, location, and depth, all of which affect commercial viability. Map 2-9 shows many areas that would
seem to be excluded due to close proximity to Chaco Culture NHP. Much of the suitable area also fails the criteria
(DEIS at 2-227) of "areas with a coal transportation system" and "a viable market." The DEIS should simultaneously
apply all screens and remove areas that are not suitable under all criteria.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The intent of the information presented regarding the issue of coal leasing suitability assessment in the RMP/EIS is to
identify the areas that have the potential to be available for coal mining, by excluding all areas that are determined to
be unsuitable. The detailed information on the areas available for coal mining are presented in Tables 2-7 and 2-8 or
in the text on Pages 2-212-215. The text under Alternatives B, C, and D states which of these areas would be
excluded under each alternative and what areas, if any would be added for consideration. The boundaries of these
areas were only presented on Map 2-8 because this is the first alternative that includes all of the areas except the
Coal Belt SMA. Maps 2-10 and 2-11 have many more ACECs and other areas, so adding the coal areas to these
would make them very difficult to read. The text under each alternative states that the Coal Belt SMA was dropped
from all action alternatives, resulting in it only being shown on Map 2-4. On Page 1-12 in the Draft RMP/EIS, it states
that “coal development potential would be addressed when data are available to estimate coal reserves.” The
probability of mining a specific area is so dependent on market and other economic factors that BLM does not believe
that it can successfully predict this over a 20-year period. Map 2-9 was developed by applying the available GIS data
to the FFO area but does not represent the application of all of the unsuitability criteria. This would be done on a site-
specific basis when a lease application is received.
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Comment:
Under its current mine plans, SJCC has coal reserves available to serve its customers through 2017. Accordingly,
within the 20-year timeframe envisioned under the Draft RMP, SJCC may require the leasing of additional lands.
Moreover, given the uncertainties associated with coal development at SJCC's San Juan Underground Mine, it is
conceivable that SJCC may require access to additional federal coal reserves in advance of 2017. In fact, given
planning horizons necessary for coal mine development and power plant management, SJCC may need to invoke the
lease by application process well in advance of 2017. BLM should confirm that additional coal leasing in the East
Piñon and Twin Peaks areas to the north and east of SJCC's current federal coal leases is appropriate, thereby
avoiding any need to amend the RMP in the future. While SJCC is not currently pursuing exploration in these areas,
SJCC submits those areas should be available for coal leasing in the future.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Additional coal leasing in the East Piñon and Twin Peaks areas would be appropriate. The only exception would be a
portion of the Additional Coal Interests areas in the Twin Peaks area. The lands in T30N, R14W, sections 10, 15, 14
and portions of 22, 23 and 26 would be closed to leasable and salable minerals because of Piñon Mesa Recreation
area. Closing this area is consistent with wording on Page 2-176 of the RMP.

Comment:
BLM should continue to recognize as it has in the past (see 1998 Farmington RMP Amendment) that in certain areas,
coal development should be the "primary resource use." This recognition is included in the 1998 Farmington RMP
Amendment concerning the Deep Lease Extension, Federal Lease No. NMNM99144. Further, BLM should broaden
its determination that coal should be the "primary resource use" to not just the Deep Lease Extension lease, but also
the Deep Lease, Federal Lease No. NMNM 28093. As reflected in modest gas production and in the relative absence
of oil and gas development activity in the vicinity of the Deep Lease and Deep Lease Extension, those lands are not
productive for oil and gas development, in stark contrast to other portions of the San Juan Basin.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Additional coal leasing in the East Piñon and Twin Peaks areas would be appropriate. The only exception would be a
portion of the Additional Coal Interests areas in the Twin Peaks area. The lands in T30N, R14W, sections 10, 15, 14
and portions of 22, 23 and 26 would be closed to leasable and salable minerals because of Piñon Mesa Recreation
area. Closing this area is consistent with wording on Page 2-176 of the RMP.

Comment:
Clarify the location of the high development area and whether it includes SJCC’s Underground Mine, the Deep Lease
Extension, and the Additional Coal Interests at East Piñon and Twin Peaks.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
The boundary of the high development area was generated using the RFDS sections that had more than 1 or 2 wells
projected. Map 2-1 of the PRMP/FEIS illustrates the High Development Area for Oil and Gas.

Comment:
On Page 4-52 of the Draft RMP, BLM states: "San Juan [Generating Station] could also be supplied by a possible
expansion of the Navajo Mine (not on FFO land)." SJCC presumes this statement is part of some alternatives
analysis, and that BLM is implicitly suggesting that the San Juan Generating Station somehow could be supplied with
coal from the Navajo Mine. SJCC states that while it is conceivable that expansion of the Navajo Mine and the
development of Navajo coal, from which neither the State of New Mexico nor the federal government would receive
any royalty, may be theoretically possible as an alternative coal source, significant capital expenditures and
transportation infrastructure development would be necessary to make it so. In addition, under applicable federal
laws, the Navajo Nation necessarily would need to consent to the development of the infrastructure and other aspects
of that project that would be required on the Navajo Reservation. Consequently, there are not assurances that such
an alternative coal source would be available as a supply for the San Juan Generating Station.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Comment is noted.
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Comment:
Since there has been renewed interest in coal mining around the perimeter of Chaco Culture NHP, the National Park
Service and Park staff would like to participate in the planning for the Coal Leasing Suitability Assessment.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
As stated in the RMP/EIS, all applications for coal leasing and mining would undergo reapplication of the unsuitability
criteria and site-specific NEPA analysis. BLM would include the Chaco Culture NHP in the review process when
applications would be in the vicinity of the Park.
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Category: Coal Mining

Comment:
The DEIS frequently repeats the statement: "If new mines are opened as old ones are reclaimed, no new significant
impacts to air quality would be anticipated beyond current conditions." (e.g., DEIS at 4-65). The basis for this
statement is questionable. The assumption that old mines will close is not substantiated. If mines do close,
reclamation activity will involve equipment and soil movement that will generate fugitive emissions.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Two major coal mines in the planning area are in fact closing. The La Plata mine has closed for production and
surface mining at the San Juan mine will close soon. Prior to mine permit approval, all existing and any new coal
mines are required to have an approved Dust Management Activity Plan and Air Monitoring Plan.

Comment:
Surface mining is the method most often discussed. Up to 350 feet of overburden would have to be removed in order
to access coal seams. The blasting and transport associated with this amount of removal would generate huge
amounts of particulate matter. Finally, the DEIS does not address end-use. If the coal is burned within the State of
New Mexico, emissions of NOx, SO2, and CO would increase greatly. If coal is burned within the FFO Planning area,
the emissions would include NOx, SO2, and particulate (PM). All contribute to regional haze problems. NOx is also
involved in the formation of ozone. Ozone and haze are both pending problems in the Four Comers area, and the
public is concerned. A new power plant within the FFO would have to request a permit from the NMED, and the
potential air quality impact would have to be assessed in detail at that time.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The current surface mining methods and emissions from power plants have already been taken into account in the
monitoring data from the NMED monitoring stations used to establish baseline air quality. No new power plants or
significant increases in coal mining are known to be planned for the 20-year planning period, so these potential
impacts have not been analyzed.
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Category: Conditions of Approval

Comment:
BLM should acknowledge that Appendix G is simply a list of potential COAs, not all of which will apply to every well.
In addition, BLM should clarify whether the COAs may be amended over time to include other COAs, as necessary,
on a site-by-site basis, and if so, how they will consider the economic impact on the proposed operation. BLM should
also clarify the Authorized Officer may waive certain COAs.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The Conditions of Approval as listed in Appendix G will apply to a proposed well as specified in the well-specific COA
document. Exceptions or modifications to the COAs will be detailed in the well-specific document that is associated
with the APD.

Comment:
Several comments included multiple revisions/clarifications to the proposed COAs listed in Appendix G of the Draft
RMP.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The BLM will consider the revisions proposed in these comments and will incorporate any changes into the final COA
as appropriate.
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Category: Cultural Resources

Comment:
The DEIS should provide specific information on the number of projected wells to be drilled and roads to be
constructed with respect to the known archaeological site types and frequencies within specific geographical (or
UTM) coordinates. Also, the number of Specially Designated Areas that could be extended to protect threatened sites
should be presented, as well as whether new SDAs are anticipated for future protection.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The number of archaeological sites that may be affected by new wells and roads are presented for each alternative in
Table 4-10 by watershed. BLM cannot provide specific coordinate locations of archaeological sites to the public.
Without the specific locations of proposed wells and roads, the exact locations and types of sites that would be
affected are not known. New SDAs have been proposed in Alternatives C and D to help protect important sites that
may otherwise be threatened.

Comment:
We are concerned that any development being proposed should minimize the impacts on the many archeological
sites.

Paul and Carolyn Staby

Response:
The management prescriptions in the existing and proposed ACECs, in addition to standard policy that require an
archaeological clearance before surface disturbance is permitted (described in Chapter 2), would protect important
cultural resources.

Comment:
For example, by combining information from Table 4-2 (EIS) with that provided in Tables 3-1 (EIS) and Table 2-2
from the Technical Report, one can determine that 71 new wells are projected for the Chaco Wash watershed
(2,918,965 acres) where the highest site frequency is that of the P-II period (4,439 sites). This can be compared with
1,256 new wells projected for the Navajo Reservoir watershed (378,398 acres), where the highest frequency site is
that of the Dinetah/Gobernador period (690 sites). Obviously, the Dinetah sites are more threatened in the Navajo
Reservoir area than are P-II sites in the Chaco Wash watershed. It would seem that such information, if available,
would be extremely valuable for management decisions as the oil and gas development is played out.

W. James Judge

Response:
The separation of tabular data between the EIS document and the Technical Report was done to reduce the overall
size of the EIS. No changes are anticipated in the structure of the Final EIS and Technical Report.

Comment:
In Chapter 3, we are given some indication of the kinds of sites that might be impacted by the oil and gas
development (Table 3-19). These are organized and reported by 19 separate watersheds, but what is lacking is a
tabular comparison of the number and types of known (recorded) sites within each watershed correlated with the
projected number of wells to be drilled within each watershed. Though available (if one has the Technical Report), the
information is not presented in any single table where it can be adequately evaluated.

W. James Judge

Response:
The separation of tabular data between the EIS document and the Technical Report was done to reduce the overall
size of the EIS. No changes are anticipated in the Final EIS and Technical Report.
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Comment:
The Cultural Resource Section of the EIS (pp 3-65 through 3-91) provides a good review and summary of the cultural
history of the area by major time periods. This should be updated before the Final EIS is released to include, among
other references, the recent Chaco Capstone conference publications, and summary articles such as that provided by
Barbara Mills (2002) Journal of Archaeological Research 10(1):65-119.

W. James Judge

Response:
The original text was prepared prior to publication of these two references. The document provides an adequate
summary of cultural history without going into more detail.

Comment:
The Bureau's response to this concern may well be that a mitigated archaeological site is not really lost, since the
data are gathered scientifically with reference to peer-reviewed and approved research design (for example, one
reviewed and endorsed by current San Juan Basin archaeological researchers). Further only limited numbers of the
reports are printed, and those do not receive adequate distribution to the research community. Thus, mitigation, as
carried out in a compliance situation, rarely compensates for the loss of resource.

W. James Judge

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
We learn from the summary of the alternatives (Summary-12) that as many as 1,896 sites would require mitigation or
avoidance under Alternative D, and that there are 79 SDAs that will protect cultural resources (Summary-13). We are
not given information as to how the number 1,896 was arrived at, nor do we have no way of knowing whether any of
the 1,896 sites will be protected in the 79 SDAs, nor what kind of sites will be mitigated and/or avoided, nor whether
new SDAs could be created to protect them.

W. James Judge

Response:
These numbers are based on quad-specific site densities that are then weighted according to the proportion of each
quadrangle in a given watershed. This weighted average watershed site density is multiplied by the number of acres
projected to be affected by each alternative in each watershed. Most of the sites in existing SDAs will be protected.

Comment:
We are told that under Alternative A as many as 736 sites would be mitigated or avoided (Summary-12), less than
half of those predicted under the Preferred Alternative. This would seem much better than Alternative D, yet we still
do not have enough information to evaluate what will constitute an acceptable loss of the resource.

W. James Judge

Response:
This comment refers to more project-specific concerns. This EIS addresses issues at a landscape scale planning
level. Implementation of BLM policy and compliance with federal and state laws would be required and would result in
archaeological clearances and site-specific mitigation measures during the siting and approval of each well.

Comment:
Second, there is no indication of how many actual sites (cultural resources) there are in each of the specially
designated areas; the only figures given are acreages. Thus, since one does not know what percentage of the total
number of known sites has been designated for protection, one cannot determine realistically how many of the sites
which will be impacted by the proposed mineral extraction will actually be protected.

W. James Judge

Response:
Specific sites in each SDA are shown on pgs. 3-68, 3-70, 3-71, 3-74, 3-75, 3-77, 3-78, 3-79, 3-83, and 3-84. In some
SDAs, a complete inventory of all cultural sites has not been completed. Until the exact locations of wells, roads, and
pipelines are known, no one knows the number of sites that would be impacted by the proposed development. This
will be determined during the APD process that will still require an EA and an archaeological inventory prior to any
approval or development of protective or mitigating measures.
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Comment:
In sum, review of this Draft EIS reveals the fact that we still lack sufficient information to evaluate the full impact of the
proposed development on cultural resources. I recommend that the EIS be rewritten, with more specific information
given on the number of projected wells to be drilled and roads to be constructed with respect to the known
archaeological site types and frequencies within specific geographical (or UTM) coordinates.

W. James Judge

Response:
This EIS is lands use plan level in nature and is not intended to address such site-specific concerns. The BLM is not
permitted to publish the exact locations of archaeological site types for general public review due to state and federal
laws. Also, the exact locations of wells, roads, and pipelines are not yet known.

Comment:
Oil company representatives have stated that assessment of invaluable cultural sites consists of assessing what
archeological sites may be present, then setting platforms on them prior to initiating drilling activities. A local
archeologist pointed out that this does not constitute conservation of natural resources.

Leslie Barnhart

Response:
This is not a mitigation measure that is supported by BLM policy or SHPO guidelines.

Comment:
Cultural resource protection must receive a top priority. Our cultural sites are irreplaceable, and hold answers to
many questions that have not been solved by archaeologists. In addition to the damage caused by OHVs and other
recreational use, damage from pot hunters and lack of stabilization is taking a severe toll.

Glenn Beiter

Response:
This concern is acknowledged in Pages 4-41 to 4-42 and proposed management practices outlined in 4-77 of the
Draft RMP/EIS.

Comment:
Comments on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (June 2002): 1-1: The following quote from this page is both
ambiguous and erroneous, referring to Table 1-2: "It may be seen that prehistoric non-structural sites are most
common at 6,000-foot elevations, although historic non-structural sites are most common at 6,500-foot elevation
zones." In addition to redundant grammar in the first part, the second half of the sentence is not true, according to
Table 1-2. Since the purpose of the exercise was to demonstrate potential bias in the survey data, one wonders if that
bias can be properly evaluated if the data in the table are incorrectly interpreted? This is important since, as stated on
the same page, "potential sources of bias need to be examined as a prerequisite for planning future cultural
resources management practices," presumably when the well drilling operations begin.

W. James Judge

Response:
The text reference to Table 1-2 of the Technical Report regarding historic non-structural sites is an editing error and
has been corrected in the Final EIS.

Comment:
Comments on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (June 2002): 1-2: Archaeological survey coverage is not
uniform, instead it is concentrated in north and northeast sectors. Some quads have 70 percent survey coverage,
most average 1 percent. Thus it is difficult to determine whether patterns evident in existing ARMS data are real or
reflect survey bias. This is particularly true when one views the site density maps.

W. James Judge

Response:
This EIS is landscape scale in character and not designed to address or remedy variations in survey coverage.
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Comment:
Comments on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (June 2002): 1-2: Archaeological survey coverage is not
uniform, instead it is concentrated in north and northeast sectors. Some quads have 70 percent survey coverage,
most average 1 percent. Thus it is difficult to determine whether patterns evident in existing ARMS data are real or
reflect survey bias. This is particularly true when one views the site density maps.

W. James Judge

Response:
A figure showing variability in survey coverage was inadvertently omitted from the Draft EIS; this has been added in
the Final EIS. This EIS is landscape scale in character and not designed to address or remedy variations in survey
coverage.

Comment:
Comments on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (June 2002), 3-1: Regarding the site distribution information
presented in the Chapter 3 maps, the question is, how will the information be used? The most obvious conclusion
from examining the maps is that site densities are highest where intensive surveys have been conducted, but this is
not noted in the analysis.

W. James Judge

Response:
The phrase "Variations in site densities appearing on these maps are often, but not necessarily always, a function of
differences in the number and spatial extent of prior archaeological surveys" has been added to the Final EIS.

Comment:
Comments on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (June 2002): 4-1: A very revealing statement is made on this
page regarding special management designations, in that rare, yet significant, sites are under-represented in such
areas. This could mean that during well-drilling operations, significant sites could be ignored and destroyed because
they are not represented in SDAs throughout the planning area.

W. James Judge

Response:
This assertion is predicated on the assumption that archaeological surveys would not be conducted prior to any
drilling operations. This is incorrect and, consistent with Section 106 compliance procedures, rare/significant sites
would be identified prior to drilling in areas outside existing SDAs.

Comment:
The DEIS provides no documentation about the location of the impacted sites relative to the SDAs. It is also
important to note that mitigation does not necessarily translate into scientifically useful data because the analysis and
reports from the excavations are not distributed among scientific peers for review and critique.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The EIS is landscape scale in character and site-specific impacts are not evaluated. This will be completed as part of
normal Section 106 compliance.

Comment:
Cultural History: Language should be included in the beginning of this section summarizing the benefits and
knowledge that have been uncovered through oil and gas land development and surveys, as it relates to the cultural
history of the area. Many significant archaeological sites have been identified and evaluated as a standard practice in
the development of the oil and gas resources in the planned area. Specific numbers, such as the number of
archaeological sites identified, and number of surveys conducted by oil and gas industry on a yearly basis, would be
of note. A reference to another document with this information would also be adequate.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The comment is noted. The FFO maintains records of recorded archaeological sites that have been identified during
all of their projects. While oil and gas development generates many surface disturbing activities, cultural resource
clearances are conducted for a wide variety of FFO actions. Under Continuing Management Guidance in Chapter 2,
the document states the procedures and requirements for cultural resource clearances.
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Comment:
Pages 3-82-83, Mexican Period (A.D. 1821-1848): You list the Dogie Canyon School as being built during this period.
My (still living) aunt actually attended this school, and can verify that it was built in 1918. She does say that she does
not feel "historic."

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
This was an editing error and the Dogie Canyon Schoolhouse also appears more appropriately in the Euro-Anglo
period discussion that follows.

Comment:
Given the location of oil and gas development, some cultural history periods may experience significantly greater
impacts than other periods. For example, because so many more wells are proposed for the Navajo Reservoir
watershed than Chaco Wash, it means far more sites from the Dinetah/Gobernador period will be impacted than from
the Pueblo-II period. Should BLM consequently create more SDAs for the Dinetah period as a result? The DEIS
should analyze questions such as these.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The proposed La Jara and Frances Mesa ACECs lie within the Navajo Reservoir watershed. Although the proposed
La Jara designation is primarily for the Anasazi components, there are numerous Dinetah/Gobernador period sites as
well. The Frances Mesa designation is primarily for Dinetah/Gobernador period sites.

Comment:
In Chapter 4, there was little or no concern for the effects to cultural resources by any of the five Planning Issues.
Only considering two impacts from Oil and Gas Leasing and Development is very near-sighted. The wide variety of
both short- and long-term impacts of the permitting, construction, maintenance and abandonment of facilities
associated with development need to be addressed and taken into account as an environmental consequence. Under
Land Ownership Adjustment it is not true that "None of the significant known cultural sites and TCPs would be in
disposal parcels." Numerous sites or types of sites known to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
are in areas identified to be disposed. What is going to be done with these sites? Under OHV Use: What is the effect
of letting vehicles park off of maintained roads (Table 2-3) on sites? Under Specially Designated Areas how will sites
in non-cultural specially designated areas be protected? Under Coal Leasing Suitability Assessment what is the effect
to the sites of leasing and development. Especially to Chaco Culture NHP and the Chacoan outliers and sites listed
on the National Register?

Glenna Barnes

Response:
This document is at the land use plan level so the site-specific impacts cannot be known until the exact locations of
mineral development, land transfers, and OHV access are known. As described under Continuing Management
Guidance in Chapter 2, all BLM actions, including oil and gas development, land ownership changes, coal mining,
management of specially designated areas, and designation of OHV access, must comply with the agency policy and
federal regulations for protection of cultural resources. Many of the impacts listed in the comment would be minimized
by application of standard agency policy and by the mitigation and monitoring measures added to Chapter 4 of the
PRMP/FEIS. The statement that " None of the significant known cultural sites and TCPs would be in disposal parcels"
is based on the general FFO policy not to transfer significant cultural sites and TCPs.

Comment:
The cultural landscape of the designated Wilderness areas, NPS lands, and "cultural areas" were not described or
analyzed for potential impacts under each alternative in the EIS, nor was it described on Page 3-60 under "visual
resources."

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
Cultural resources were described in the Cultural Resources section and included recorded archaeological sites in
each watershed in the planning area and known TCPs. They were not repeated in other sections. While they were
not identified by location other than watershed, such as NPS or Wilderness Area, they were all included.
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Comment:
The EIS states that 1800 archaeological sites will be mitigated or avoided under the Preferred Alternative, however
there is little discussion on what "mitigation" entails. There is no analysis or discussion of ethnographic resources
including compliance with NAGPRA (Native American Graves Patriation and Repatriation Act) issues. If 1600
archaeological sites are mitigated or excavated and destroyed, then what are the precautions for inadvertent
discovery (of) archaeological sites or of human remains under NAGPRA? How will the BLM enforce NAGPRA law on
industry development on public lands?

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
Mitigation and monitoring measures have been added to Chapter 4 in the PRMP/FEIS. All actions by the BLM must
comply with federal laws and agency policy as stated in Chapter 2 under Continuing Management Guidance for
Cultural Resources.
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Category: Cumulative Impacts

Comment:
The cumulative effects of all alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, are not adequately addressed in the
document, because of the assumption that the current situation is stable when, in fact, it is not.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association

Response:
No assumption has been made that the current situation is stable. This is the reason that the No Action Alternative
shows changes in oil and gas development over the planning period.

Comment:
The following are examples of current, existing problems in areas of oil and gas exploration and development that
have not been addressed in the RMP or EIS: Cumulative damages and effects of roads, pipelines, and well pads on
entire watersheds and the subsequent degradation; Excessive surface damages and inadequate reclamation;
Invasion of noxious weed and brush species; Lack of specifications, planning design and enforcement of surface
protection requirements; Inadequate protection of fresh water, both surface and aquifer; Lack of adequate protection
of private lands and federal surface leases.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association
Brian O'Donnell

Response:
Potential cumulative damages have been presented in Chapter 4 beginning on Page 4-114 in terms of the miles of
new roads and acres of surface disturbance projected for each watershed if all federal and non-federal minerals were
to be developed. A section on mitigation measures and monitoring plans has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to
document plans for protecting surface resources including minimizing offsite impacts. Enforcement relies on
adequate agency annual budgets and staffing. Additional staff positions have recently been added to the FFO to
improve enforcement capabilities.

Comment:
The cumulative effects section of the discussion is wholly inadequate in addressing the potential resource effects of
the proposed action. The analysis fails to provide meaningful information regarding past and current impacts and
makes little attempt to quantify the cumulative effects of existing and proposed disturbance regimes. This approach
was likely taken due to the lack of an adequate FFO baseline condition from which to begin the analysis. Meaningful
cumulative impact analysis cannot be made without consideration of, at a minimum, other San Juan Basin oil and gas
development NEPA documents (Carson National Forest, SUIT, Ute Mountain Ute, San Juan/San Miguel BLM-
Colorado).

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region
Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Potential cumulative damages have been quantified to the extent possible with available information in Chapter 4. A
combination of methods, including modeling based on assumptions in the document, GIS, and other recent
documents were used. The new wells, miles of new roads, and acres of surface disturbance projected for each
watershed if all federal and non-federal minerals were to be developed were quantified. Other impacts were mainly
qualitative due to the land use plan level nature of the document, the large size of the planning area, and the
availability of data. The different timeframes and schedules for the Southern Ute Indian EIS and the Northern San
Juan Basin EIS, made it impractical to develop a basin-wide EIS. The issues involved with Oil and Gas development
in the Colorado portion of the San Juan Basin, particularly those dealing with surface management, are sufficiently
different from those in the FFO, that a basin-wide EIS would not provide the focused analysis needed to understand
oil and gas development options. The Farmington RMP is a land use plan revision that encompasses and analyzes
issues broader than just oil and gas development. Information from the Southern Ute Indian EIS was considered in
the development of the Farmington DRMP/EIS and incorporated as appropriate. The Carson National Forest EIS is
just getting underway and will incorporate the information from this document.
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Category: Directional Drilling Technical Report

Comment:
The Directional Drilling Technical Report (SAIC 2002d) is inadequate and does not represent information from the
San Juan Basin. The commenter cannot locate the reference cited as Engler et al. 2001.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Data were provided by the FFO, which in turn used industry data provided by operators in the San Juan basin, were
used in the preparation of SAIC 2002d. The RFDS was written by Engler, as the principal investigator for New Mexico
Tech, in 2001 and is cited as such in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Comment:
Cost savings from directional drilling were not considered. The economic did not consider that throughout the
planning area, the gathering lines, metering equipment, and some compression and dehydration equipment are
owned by a separate party from the oil and gas producer.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The analysis did not consider savings realized by the gas gatherer and was limited to costs incurred by the well
operator. It was assumed that any potential cost savings to the gatherer did not directly affect an operator’s decision
to drill vertically or directionally. As noted in this comment, cost savings from directional drilling in SAIC 2002d is
associated with location costs and road/pipeline access. If the operating costs used in the report were increased by
20 percent, the return on investment for a directionally drilled well would decrease slightly from 2.19 to 2.03 to one.
Payout would take slightly longer, approximately 15 days.

Comment:
The surface disturbances and acreage associated with potential mitigation of surface disturbances through the use of
directional drilling techniques are not detailed in the Directional Drilling Technical Report (SAIC 2002d).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The purpose of the report, SAIC 2002d, was to provide an idea of whether this type of technology may be
economically viable under a defined set of circumstances. Because many variables can impact the economic viability
of a particular well, this analysis was deliberately broad and only as accurate as the assumptions that were used. To
develop an analysis on a well-by-well basis would not be relevant considering the number of other variables whose
values were assumed. Page 1-1 of SAIC 2002d specifies that the source of information for the costs per foot for
drilling a particular kind of well was the FFO.

Comment:
The document does not explain the difference between build angle and actual hole deviation. Further, this document
relates to mud directionally drilled wells on tight (less than 80-acre) development spacing in the Piceance Basin of
Colorado. There are numerous San Juan Basin directionally drilled wells that can be researched to provide specific
indications as to drilling-related problems. Local industry representatives should be contacted to voluntarily supply
this information.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The comments referring to build angle is correct. The information used in SAIC 2002d was obtained from the FFO,
which obtained the information from local operators. It indicated that directionally drilled holes are usually drilled with
mud in the deviated part of the wellbore.



Farmington Proposed RMP/Final EIS APPENDIX P—Directional Drilling Technical Report

P-63

Comment:
Cost numbers from the Piceance Basin are not applicable to this RMP-EIS. This document appears to have been
added as a "filler reference."

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The information used in SAIC 2002d was obtained from the FFO, which obtained the information from local
operators.

Comment:
Is it appropriate to supply the percentage of current vertically drilled wells and directionally drilled wells, in conjunction
with discussion and percentages of proposed directionally drilled wells in the (SAIC 2002d)?

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The number of wells in existence that were drilled in the past using directional techniques is not relevant to the
discussion of techniques that could possibly be used to drill future wells. The purpose of the RMP is to provide a
guideline for future resource management and well development. Economic conditions and resource management
objectives change over time. The guidelines and procedures used in the past may not be able to provide the direction
necessary to make decisions for the future. Therefore, the number of wells drilled in the past may be of interest but is
not inherently useful.

Comment:
The discussion regarding downhole commingling and completion of multiple zones within the same wellbore in SAIC
2002d is inadequate. A historical presentation regarding the history of downhole commingling is applicable, with
detailed statistical presentation of types of formations commingled and number of formations commingled within
wellbores throughout the planning area. There are several instances of directionally drilled openhole cavity completed
Fruitland producing wells within the San Juan Basin. This may be a viable development option, and should be
thoroughly reviewed and included in the RMP-EIS.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The directional drilling document, SAIC 2002d, is intended to provide a general idea of the relative costs of employing
alternative drilling technologies in the basin as compared to drilling vertically. Although the RFDS attempted to
quantify the number of new completions and corresponding locations that can be expected in consideration of known
formation reservoirs, it did not attempt to determine which completions are amenable to commingling, horizontal
drilling, or any other of what this EIS terms “alternative technologies.” It is possible that other “new technologies” will
be developed within the 20-year period covered by the RMP/EIS, including the possible use of directionally drilled
cavitation techniques. Their use would not be precluded merely because they are not specifically identified in the
RMP/EIS. Although a historical description of downhole commingling may be of interest, it is not relevant in the
context of the EIS. The RFDS, upon which the EIS is partially based, considers a 25 percent decrease in surface
locations associated with all alternative drilling technologies, which could include horizontal drilling or commingling.
The BLM does not have the authority to mandate the type of technology used to extract minerals from any particular
formation; however, it does impose conditions that manage the condition of the land’s surface and its natural
resources. Therefore, the analysis of all alternative drilling technologies as they relate to surface disturbance is built
into the alternatives effects analyses with the 25 percent decrease. In addition, a discussion of the technical details
that determine the feasibility of commingling is not necessary in this document because it does not directly affect the
analysis of alternatives in the EIS. The oil and gas companies that operate in the basin employ their expertise to
determine which technologies are appropriate to extract the minerals from its leases. In short, this type of information
is not relevant to the decision to be made by the BLM.
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Comment:
It is requested that (SAIC 2002d) detail an explanation for the "Commingling Factor" of 1.22 listed on SAIC 2002d,
Page 2-6, either through reference or a full subchapter regarding commingling.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The referenced “commingling factor” of 1.22 is merely the ratio of the well cost per foot of a commingled/multiple
completion well to a vertically drilled single completion well. It was derived from the figure listed in Table 2-3. The
figures were obtained from the BLM, which, in turn, obtained the relative costs from oil and gas industry
representatives.

Comment:
The simplified cash flow economic analysis models associated with drilling, presented as Case 1 and Case 2, are
inadequate to use as a basis for drawing a definitive conclusion as to the viability of directionally developing oil and
gas reserves.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
With the variability inherent in gas prices and operational costs, it is impossible to draw a definitive conclusion as to
the viability of directionally developing oil and gas reserves. The purpose of the report, SAIC 2002d, was to provide
an idea of whether this type of technology may be economically viable under a defined set of circumstances. By
varying the assumptions contained in the analysis, certain economic situations would be more favorable for
directionally drilling and operating than others. One set of economic circumstances may be more viable than another.
The final decision, of course, is left to the operator at one particular point in time.

Comment:
Several of the input values are in error, and no reference sources are given for the assumptions.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Information used to estimate typical well depth was an approximation based on a range of values obtained from
various sources in the general literature and confirmed by the FFO. Information used to estimate costs of drilling and
completion were obtained from the FFO in consultation with industry sources.

Comment:
The assumption in Case 1 regarding a seven percent production tax rate is not accurate. A cursory review of the New
Mexico Severance and Ad Valorem Tax tables for the respective counties within the planning area will give a more
accurate number. A figure of nine (9) percent should be utilized as typical. No federal royalty burden, a minimum of
12.5 percent, was included in the Case 1 economical model. This burden, or a higher composite burden such as 15
percent, be utilized for the economic model to account for the usual overriding royalty or other lease burdens. No gas
transportation, gas processing, or gas marketing fee was assessed to the "Gas Price." This would have the effect of
lowering the realized oil and producer’s revenue. A reduction of 75 cents should be utilized as the figure to cover
these items on average basis. No discussion or presentation of pricing differentials was made within the document.
Pricing differential relates to the price penalty that San Juan Basin gas producers suffer to send their gas through the
mainline to reach a market point. If the market point is changed to the El Paso Non-Bondad pricing hub outside
Ignacio, then the $3.50 pricing assumption at the Henry Hub would be reduced to $3.00. A 50-cent reduction for basis
differential should be included in the economic model. These royalty and additional cost items should be considered
in all economic models.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Incorporating the numbers provided by the commenter, case 1 would have an ROI of approximately 0.4 to 1. Payout
would be in approximately 6.25 years. Case 2 would have an ROI of approximately 0.36 to 1. Payout would be in
approximately 8.6 years.
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Comment:
It is thought that that (SAIC 2002d) should quantify not just the well costs associated with the alternatives, but also
represent the reserves that will be developed under each scenario. This information should be presented in a Table
format. With the inclusion of the reserve numbers into this document, It is also necessary to make conclusions
regarding the financial losses or gains represented by each of the alternatives. This economic analysis can be
performed with the simple undiscounted calculation, as presented in the current form of (SAIC 2002d), although a
more detailed discounted present value evaluation of the alternatives would be preferable. Business typically utilizes
discounted cash flow economic models to more accurately predict the financial impacts, which may occur based upon
specific courses of action. Commenter requests that these "bottom-line" type financial numbers, adequately
supported in (SAIC 2002d), be included in language throughout the RMP-EIS. Commenter suggests that (SAIC
2002d) include discussion regarding a possible federal royalty reduction, and include a recommendation as to the
amount of royalty reduction necessary to compensate for these burdens, as it relates to the added cost burden
placed upon an oil and gas operator to develop surface stipulated or NSO well site locations associated with
proposed new SMAs. This could be the foundation for future legislation that would promote oil and gas development
throughout the United States.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Bottom-line impacts are estimated in the EIS for each of the four alternatives. Total well costs and total production
volume for each alternative are estimated in the text of the EIS under “Social and Economic Conditions” in Chapter 4.
A summary with respect to economic consequences is incorporated in the discussion in Chapter 4 under “Cumulative
Impacts – Social and Economic Conditions.” The economic analysis presented in SAIC 2002d is intended to be a
broad look at the economic feasibility of drilling directionally to the Mesaverde/Dakota. Variable used in the analysis
are all subject to change, including discount, well life, operating cost, a lack of problems during drilling. All of these
factors as well as the other variables described in SAIC 2002d have the ability to alter the results of the analysis
somewhat. The change could be greater over the span of the RMP (20 years) than over a short-tern 5-year period.
The goal of this analysis is to determine whether, generally speaking, if directional drilling is an economically feasible
tool. Accumulating the data and performing the detailed analyses necessary to support future legislation is beyond
the scope of the EIS.
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Category: Economics

Comment:
Proposed new restrictions on oil and gas leasing would impact economic viability of operations. The EIS does not
adequately describe what these impacts would have on jobs, revenues and local economy.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The proposed restrictions would have some cost and timing implications on new well development. Restrictions are
needed to balance BLM’s responsibility for managing both the productive value of resources required by our nation,
and the environmental health of both the local area and nationally important or protected resources. If commenter
had figured acreage instead of number of leases, the actual percentage of restrictions would be significantly lower.

Comment:
Page 1-9. Issue 1, Item 3 on this page calls upon the BLM to address the impact of management constraints on oil
and gas development. The BLM should ensure that the Final RMP/EIS adequately addresses this issue with a more
comprehensive discussion of the impact of the management constraints, including to the extent consistent with
statutory and regulatory guidance, the economic impact of BLM constraints, and the ability to address those impacts
on a case-by-case basis.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Without the specific site locations of new wells and roads, it would be impossible to be more comprehensive in the
evaluation of economic impacts of BLM constraints than has already been done through the discussion of average
costs for directional drilling, the value of gas that would not be produced due to NSO constraints, and other general
economic analysis. Case-by-case impact analysis could only be done in EAs developed during the APD process.

Comment:
Change in air quality and visibility will affect the tourism industry.

Susan Rarick

Response:
BLM plans to work with a regional group to monitor air quality and develop mitigation measures so air quality and
visibility will not decline.

Comment:
Good stewardship of the land serves economic diversity.

Heidi Rhoderick

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
The oil and gas industry is not a “primary” employer in the region.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Comment noted. EIS text modified to reflect relative importance of oil and gas industry employment. Even though
other sectors such as government, services and retail support a greater percentage of jobs, the mining, tourism, and
construction sectors provide diversification that make for a more resilient local economy.
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Comment:
The EIS indicates that oil and gas production will remain a dominant economic force, yet other sectors are growing
faster in the region.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Employment in other sectors are experiencing faster growth in employment to meet the needs of an expanding
population. However, induced economic activity locally and revenues from oil and gas production are expected to
remain important not only locally, but also for the State of New Mexico.

Comment:
The value or price of oil and gas determines the viability of production. The EIS should examine the viability of
production resulting from costs associated with different types of drilling, and the consequential effect on
unemployment.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Comment noted. A report on the relative costs of different drilling techniques was prepared as background for the
EIS. The viability of production is dependent on multiple variable factors including the value of the product, costs to
producers, and tax structure. A cost/benefit analysis for using different drilling technologies is beyond the scope of the
EIS. Over the 20-year planning period, alternate technologies may be a factor in viability at certain points in time,
causing delay in development of some resources. However, the overall effect on unemployment would be minimal,
particularly when oil and gas industry jobs are only a small percent of the labor force. The RFDS presents a
reasonable supply-driven scenario. Factors such as demand, price, cost to produce, tax structures, permit and
approval process timing, can all affect the timing of development over the short- and long-term. It is likely that these
factors will continue to affect production and there will be fluctuations in employment in the oil and gas industry as
there has been in the past under all alternatives. Employment impacts are likely to be the greatest under
Alternative A, and the least under Alternative B.

Comment:
Environmental protection activities could diversify, and thereby enhance our economy.

David Hamlow

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
The EIS does not include analysis of social effects on the community and families in relation to jobs under the
different alternatives.

Jim Fitzgerald

Response:
The EIS notes that the local area has had a history of boom and bust cycles related to the oil and gas industry, and
that oil and gas industry jobs tend to pay better than service-sector jobs, which are increasing at a faster rate. The
EIS cannot predict the fluctuation in production over the next 20 years, but given the historic patterns, these are likely
to continue. Increased diversity in the local economy, along with continuation of extractive industries, may provide
some stability to the local job market providing for better standard of living.

Comment:
The economic impact and costs of long-term health effects may persist after resources are depleted and continue to
affect communities.

Sherry Lynn McLaughlin
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Response:
Comment noted. BLM is required to meet national and state air quality standards. These standards are designed to
protect public health and to protect relate values in designated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I
areas. BLM will work with the New Mexico Air Quality Bureau in implementing an air quality monitoring plan that is
approved by the EPA as part of the decision on this RMP, to ensure compliance with the law and standards that
protect public health. However, BLM does not do the monitoring; NMAQB is responsible for air monitoring.

Comment:
The value or price of oil and gas determines the viability of production. The EIS should examine the viability of
production resulting from costs associated with different types of drilling, and the consequential effect on
unemployment.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Comment noted. A report on the relative costs of different drilling techniques was prepared as background for the
EIS. The viability of production is dependent on multiple variable factors including the value of the product, costs to
producers, and tax structure. A cost/benefit analysis for using different drilling technologies is beyond the scope of the
EIS. Over the 20-year planning period, alternate technologies may be a factor in viability at certain points in time,
causing delay in development of some resources. However, the overall effect on unemployment would be minimal,
particularly when oil and gas industry jobs are only a small percent of the labor force.

Comment:
Short-term surface disturbance acreage is inconsistent in different sections of the EIS.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Acreage has been corrected to accurately reflect Table 2-12.

Comment:
The EIS does not include an adequate level of analysis of potential economic impacts on employment, expenditures,
and revenues to the local economy and tax revenues. The EIS does not adequately address the impact on viability of
production, and potential employment impacts, from varying costs of alternate drilling technologies, and high and low
oil and gas prices.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The EIS provides an approximate and relative assessment of employment under varying alternatives. The cost
variations between using different drilling technologies is estimated to be relatively small compared to the total return
from a well producing over 30 to 50 years. While these slight differences may affect timing of development, other
factors have similar or greater effect on the viability of well development. Because oil field jobs represent less than 15
percent of jobs in the local area (San Juan County and Rio Arriba being most representative), effects from using
alternate drilling techniques would not greatly influence employment or unemployment across all industrial sectors in
the area. The EIS provides information to substantiate this conclusion. An analysis of the effects of varying oil and
gas prices and costs of production on the viability of production is beyond the scope of the EIS.

Comment:
The EIS does not adequately address the impact on viability of production, and potential employment impacts, from
varying costs of alternate drilling technologies, and high and low oil and gas prices.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Tax revenues are related to the price of oil and gas and tax policy (which may change). A multi-variable analysis of
future tax revenues is beyond the scope of the EIS.

Comment:
EIS overstates cumulative impacts of oil and gas development on economics in the region.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
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Response:
Comment noted. The statement in the Draft EIS is erroneous. The text has been corrected in the FEIS.

Comment:
Changes in the noise and visual environment can reduce private property values.

Nora Flucke

Response:
Oil and gas development may affect the value of specific parcels of land, but overall, the economic benefit from the
industry to the local area would tend to have a beneficial effect on property values. There are a variety of
mechanisms that can be implemented at the local government level to protect landowners. These include, but are not
limited to, ordinances controlling or setting standards for noise and aesthetics, or disclosures requirements in land
transactions that warn buyers of potential actions that could affect their property. The DRMP does not apply to BLM
lands or minerals in Colorado. The La Plata County Impact Report (La Plata Co. CO, Oct. 2002) presents an analysis
of the impact of coalbed methane wells on property values near Durango. The analysis indicates that 12 properties,
which actually contained wells, were reduced in value by approximately 22 percent. An additional 544 properties that
were sold with wells nearby, but not actually on the property, saw an average reduction in value of $200 (less than 1
percent of appraised value). Discussions with appraisers in San Juan Co. NM, indicate that effects of oil and gas
wells on appraised values of properties can be positive or negative and have to be considered on a case by case
basis.

Comment:
Changes in the noise and visual environment can reduce private property values.

David and Pati Temple

Response:
Oil and gas development may affect the value of specific parcels of land, but overall, the economic benefit from the
industry to the local area would tend to have a beneficial effect on property values. There are a variety of
mechanisms that can be implemented at the local government level to protect landowners. These include, but are not
limited to, ordinances controlling or setting standards for noise and aesthetics, or disclosures requirements in land
transactions that warn buyers of potential actions that could affect their property.

Comment:
Why would jobs decline if the same number of new wells would be drilled?

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The decline accounts for wells that would be plugged and abandoned, and therefore, no longer needing
maintenance.

Comment:
The EIS does not provide a cost analysis of reimbursements for leases that would be terminated.

Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support

Response:
The BLM is not proposing to terminate valid existing oil and gas leases.

Comment:
The EIS does not consider the economic effects on tourism from air quality degradation.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
BLM is required to meet national and state air quality standards. These standards are designed to protect public
health and to protect relate values in designated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I areas. BLM will
work with the New Mexico Air Quality Bureau in implementing an air quality monitoring plan that is approved by the
EPA as part of the decision on this RMP, to ensure compliance with the law and standards that protect public health.
If public health standards are maintained, there should be no effect on tourism.
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Comment:
Page 2-235, Chart at top of page; this chart contains a summary of the different types of management prescriptions
derived from the Implementation of the proposed SDAs. If one evaluates all closures, CSU, NSO, and timing
limitations, almost 27 percent of the FFO will be subject to these restrictions. In regards to the timing limitations that
comprise almost ½ of the more restrictive management directive, this would force operators into conducting
operations in a compressed timeframe causing seasonal fluctuations for both equipment and manpower. We would
recommend this be assessed to fully understand the ramifications of the constrained operational timeframe.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Under Alternative D, approximately 2.6 million acres would be developed under STCs and 796,000 acres would be
developed under CSU, NSO, and TL. The number of acres managed under restrictions consists of approximately 23
percent of the total. Approximately 60 percent of the acres managed under restrictions would be managed under TLs.
The BLM understands that a greater amount of planning will be necessary to operate under these conditions. It
should be remembered that TLs vary as to the natural resource that the restrictions are intended to protect. Not all
TLs would occur concurrently.

Comment:
The EIS does not evaluate the economic impacts on San Juan County.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
Oil and gas production in San Juan County provides tax revenues, and indirectly dispersements from federal royalties
that benefit the county. One area that impacts the county budget is expenditures for road maintenance. The county
prioritizes roads that serve residences and schools for maintenance work. The new San Juan Basin Roads
Committee partnership is aimed at distributing costs for road maintenance more fairly between industry users and
federal management. Similar agreements can be made with county managers.

Comment:
Additional information needed on costs of well drilling and economic multipliers used in the EIS.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
The method and factors included in cost per new well drilling is described in a supporting technical document
available for the BLM Farmington office. The EIS reference to the BLM 2000e was an error. The reference should
have been to BLM 2000d. The Final EIS was corrected. The EIS addresses relative change in jobs, expenditures and
revenues on a land use plan level for the San Juan Basin.

Comment:
The EIS overstates the economic impact of the RMP. The EIS does not adequately address the impact on viability of
production, and potential employment impacts, from varying costs of alternate drilling technologies, and high and low
oil and gas prices.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
The EIS provides an approximate assessment of employment under varying alternatives. The cost variations
between using different drilling technologies is estimated to be relatively small compared to the total return from a
well producing over 30 to 50 years. While these slight differences may affect timing of development, other factors
have similar or greater effect on the viability of well development. Oil field jobs represent about 2 to 6 percent of jobs
in the local area (San Juan County and Rio Arriba being most representative). Alternate drilling may be needed on
1.3 percent of projected new wells under the Alternative c, and lower for other alternatives. At worst, this may
represent between 5 and 10 fewer jobs in per year in the San Juan Basin region. An analysis of the effects of varying
oil and gas prices and costs of production on the viability of production is beyond the scope of the EIS. Tax revenues
are related to the price of oil and gas and tax policy (which may change). A multi-variable analysis of future tax
revenues is beyond the scope of the EIS.
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Comment:
The new development jobs in the EIS are based on estimates of years with high levels of development. A range of
employment estimates is needed in the EIS.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Table 4-14 has been revised to reflect a range of current oil and gas jobs based on recent years with more or less
development. Projected new employment, inclusive of ongoing maintenance jobs, and accounting for wells that would
be plugged and abandoned have been provided in Table 4-14.

Comment:
The following economic information should be analyzed for each alternative: 1) Estimated time periods of viable oil
and gas extraction (How long will it take to deplete resources under each alternative? This analysis is essential when
discussing the most environmentally friendly alterative for this EIS). 2) Industry growth and revenue increases.
3) Property values and costs and expected increases or decreases. 4) Health care costs expected increases or
decreases. 5) Analysis of costs of breaching industry contracts versus maintaining industry contacts should be
included.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
The estimated time period of 20 years was described in the document and was derived from the RFDS. Information
on industry growth and revenue increases and property values and costs and expected changes were determined to
be so market dependent that a prediction over the 20-year planning period was determined too speculative to be
useful. Insufficient data is available to provide any meaningful projection of effects on health care costs. A brief
discussion of the cost of breaching industry leases is included in Chapter 2 of the PRMP/FEIS under Alternatives
Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail.
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Category: Environmental Justice

Comment:
Additional information on public health, particularly for respiratory illnesses, is needed in the EIS. Effects on minority
and low-income populations from proposed restrictions on oil and gas development should be addressed. Effects on
minority and low-income populations from proposed restrictions on oil and gas development should be addressed.

Janine Fitzgerald.
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
BLM is required to meet national and state air quality standards. These standards are designed to protect public
health and to protect relate values in designated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I areas. BLM will
support additional NMAQB monitoring studies, will continue to participate in the Regional Ozone Taskforce and will
implement EPA and NMAQB recommendations to ensure compliance with the law and standards that protect public
health. In general, job creation is evaluated as a beneficial economic impact. The EIS acknowledges that there are
and will likely continue to be fluctuations in oil and gas jobs. However, they tend to pay better on average than service
and retail jobs in the area. Under Alternatives B, C, and D, job increases are projected that could benefit low-income
and minorities to the same extent as the rest of the population and local economy. Case-by case mitigations for noise
impacts are generally not borne by affected private parties.

Comment:
The EIS fails to address public health effects from oil and gas development and power plants in the Four Corners
areas, particularly on minority communities.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association
Janine Fitzgerald

Response:
BLM is required to meet national and state air quality standards. These standards are designed to protect public
health and to protect relate values in designated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I areas. NMAQB,
EPA, BLM will implement an air quality monitoring plan that is approved by both EPA and NMAQB as part of the
decision on this RMP, to ensure compliance with the law and standards that protect public health. Air Quality issues
on the Navajo Reservation are administered from EPA Region IX and are outside the scope of this EIS.

Comment:
The EIS does not address the potential health affects from gas compressors on local communities and persons of
minority and low-income status.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
BLM is required to meet national and state air quality standards. These standards are designed to protect the health
of the entire public and to protect relate values in designated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I
areas. BLM will work with the State of New Mexico Air Quality Bureau in implementing an air quality monitoring plan
that is approved by the EPA as part of the decision on this RMP, to ensure compliance with the law and standards
that protect public health.

Comment:
The EIS should discuss disproportionate health risks relative to Environmental Justice.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
BLM is required to meet national and state air quality standards. These standards are designed to protect the health
of the entire public and to protect relate values in designated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I
areas. BLM will work with the State of New Mexico Air Quality Bureau in implementing an air quality monitoring plan
that is approved by the EPA as part of the decision on this RMP, to ensure compliance with the law and standards
that protect public health.
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Comment:
The EIS did not address issues affecting low-income or minority individuals.

Jack Scott, City of Aztec

Response:
It is recognized in the EIS document and by BLM that the oil and gas industry has undergone cycles over the last 50
years. This type of pattern may continue in the future. On average, oil industry jobs are slightly higher paying than
retail and service jobs in the area. The economy in the Four-Corners area has been diversifying, particularly with
growth in tourism and services as the population increases. Diversification provides greater stability in the economy
to offset other industries that may continue to be cyclic in nature. Development activities must meet all regulatory
standards. Air quality will be monitored by BLM to identify non-conforming pollutant levels or trends in the San Juan
Basin.

Comment:
The EIS does not address impacts on the Navajo population, particularly in light of its high proportion of children.

Richard Champany

Response:
All development must conform to existing standards and laws that are aimed at protecting human health and safety
and the environment. BLM will monitor air quality levels to ensure that no standards are exceeded. Regional air
quality issues are being examined by the NMED AQB through the Four Corners Ozone Task Force, with which the
BLM is cooperating.
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Category: Fire Management

Comment:
Page 3-59, Map 3-8, Fire Management Objectives, you list them as A and B, but nowhere in the book can I find what
the definition of A and B and C are.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Areas A, B, and C are described in the document as identifying areas of varying fire management prescriptions and
the reader is referred to the Fire Management Plan for details. Brief descriptions have been added to the
PRMP/FEIS.
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Category: Grazing

Comment:
Why are you closing some SDAs like Cibola Canyon and Truby’s Tower to grazing. You do not say how you will
acquire these lands.

Bill Humphries
Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch
Mary Beth Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Cibola Canyon ACEC is currently closed to grazing and no change has been recommended. Truby’s Tower ACEC
has been proposed as a new ACEC with half of the proposed boundary currently under BLM management. The other
half is owned by the State of New Mexico. This ACEC is included in the total acreage listed for possible acquisition of
inholdings under Land Ownership Adjustments for each alternative that would improve BLM’s ability to manage public
lands. Methods of land acquisition have been described on Page 2-5 of the Draft RMP/EIS under Continuing
Management Guidance, Lands. The FFO has reviewed the management prescriptions for proposed and existing
ACECs and agrees that management of several of these sites could be best accomplished by fencing impacted sites,
through the grazing permit process, or via other statutory and regulatory authority. Table 2-5 will be modified to reflect
these changes for the following SDAs: Albert Mesa, Cottonwood Divide, Hummingbird Canyon, Pork Chop Pass, Star
Rock, String House, Truby’s Tower, Cedar Hill, La Jara, Star Spring-Jesus Canyon, Crow Canyon, Farmers Arroyo,
Largo Canyon Star Ceiling.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS should have discussed and quantified the impacts of grazing on recreation, wildlife, and the creation of
SDAs. It should also provide detailed information on grazing land health and BLM plans for managing grazing lands.
A summary of revenues to government entities from grazing should be presented to provide an understanding of its
importance.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
The RMP/EIS incorporates by reference the Record of Decision for the Statewide RMP Amendments/EIS for
Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 2000a). This document
provides the plans for managing grazing lands and the methodology for determining the health of the land. FFO staff
are currently implementing these methods in an ongoing effort to evaluate the health of grazing lands that will help
them manage allotments. The detailed data requested are not available at this time to quantify the impacts or to
summarize revenues generated from BLM grazing allotments.

Comment:
Oil and gas development has removed a lot of forage. The reduction in forage for livestock and wildlife will increase
as more wells are developed.

Chris Velasquez

Response:
Additional information estimating the number of AUMs that would be removed from grazing has been added to the
PRMP/FEIS. The document acknowledges that mineral development decreases forage in grazing allotments. By
presenting this information in the RMP/EIS, it will be considered by BLM management when developing the Record of
Decision that selects the actions to be implemented.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS does not give attention to grazing closures or to the impacts on grazing from recreational uses or
oil and gas activity.

Cathy Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Grazing closures are used only in specific ACECs on limited acreage to minimize damage to significant cultural
resources. The proposed status of grazing closures is documented for each SDA under each alternative in Table 2-5
of the Draft RMP/EIS. Impacts on vegetation from OHV cross-country travel and oil and gas development have been
presented under each alternative throughout Chapter 4.
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Comment:
The impacts from surface disturbance due to oil and gas development would affect grazing allotments as well as
wildlife habitat. The Draft RMP/EIS minimizes the impacts to grazing allotments but the total acreage that would be
damaged is more than the size of some ranches.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
While forage removal would affect both wildlife and livestock, the impacts of habitat fragmentation on wildlife are
greater because some wildlife species described in the document have been shown to be more susceptible to habitat
disruption from fragmentation and vehicle traffic than livestock are. The total acreage presented in the document is
sizeable, but because it is spread out over approximately 1.5 million acres, its impact is less than if it were
concentrated in one area.

Comment:
Wait for the results of a study on the impacts of grazing on riparian areas before designating more areas. The impact
of oil and gas development on grazing land varies with the location of the well and the quality of the forage.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The impacts of grazing on riparian areas have been documented in many studies, including some cited in the Draft
RMP/EIS that have been completed on BLM lands. BLM has proposed to limit grazing in only a few riparian areas
within the Ephemeral Wash Riparian Area under the Preferred Alternative (D). These limits would only be
implemented where grazing closures are currently in place. Under River Tracts SDA, grazing would only be closed if
permits are relinquished or cancelled under the Preferred Alternative. An average of 9 acres per AUM will be used in
the PRMP/FEIS to provide a summary of the impact of surface disturbance due to oil and gas development.

Comment:
In the Summary, it only states that conflicts with ranchers and other users would continue. Without trying to address
ranchers’ concerns and resolve conflicts between ranchers and the oil and gas industry, the RMP and all of the
alternatives are incomplete.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The Summary is intended only to summarize the impacts under each alternative, not the way to resolve conflicts. The
impact analysis serves to identify potential impacts that would result under each alternative. Page 1-8 of the Draft
RMP/EIS describes the way the 5 issues were identified. It also states that aspects of current management that are
not covered by these 5 issues are addressed under Continuing Management Guidance. BLM recognizes that
conflicts between grazing permittees and other land users is an ongoing problem. BLM has sought to resolve the
issue through the formation of a working group of ranchers and industry representatives who seek to find cooperative
solutions to conflicts.
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Category: Human Health Risk

Comment:
BLM cannot in good conscience accept the portion of the EIS describing the formaldehyde production (4-61 to 4-63).

M. Theresa Fitzgerald

Response:
Additional discussion of formaldehyde and other HAPs has been added to Chapter 4 of the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The resulting description of why the actions of the BLM would not exceed the amount of risk are without merit—based
on such claims that the majority of the people in the U.S. do not live in the same place for more than 9 years, that in
order to be fully exposed, they would have to stay home 24 hours a day—even though the pollutant would be over a
range of space.

M. Theresa Fitzgerald
Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The referenced information on risk is taken from a description in the document of the method used by EPA to
determine risk associated with the long-term incremental exposure to formaldehyde. It was not used to describe why
BLM actions would not exceed risk. BLM will work with a regional interagency group that includes NMAQB and EPA
to monitor air quality, determine sources of air pollution, and to develop appropriate mitigation measures for the
region for those sources.
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Category: Land Exchanges

Comment:
The EIS does not show which areas would be acquired by BLM.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
BLM defines general areas where land acquisition would be a priority, but only from willing sellers. No specific parcels
are identified in addition to those carried forward from the 1988 RMP.

Comment:
Commenter takes issue with how BLM is currently managing the lands they already have. Additional acquisition
would exacerbate this.

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch
Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
BLM only intends to acquire land that would consolidate land holdings, making management and enforcement more
efficient. BLM would only acquire land from willing sellers.

Comment:
Additional information about lessee status for oil and gas, grazing, and coal should be identified for all disposal
parcels.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
This information is available from the Farmington Field Office.

Comment:
Maps in the DEIS indicate that BLM plans to dispose of land with high potential for coal development.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
BLM will continue to make lands south of US 550 available for disposal or exchange. Any proposals would be
reviewed on a case-by-case basis, and would be contingent upon honoring valid existing rights. BLM would not
dispose of federal mineral rights.

Comment:
BLM's proposed disposal plan is not consistent with plans of other federal, state, and local entities.

Eric Aune, City of Aztec

Response:
The intention of selecting a zone for disposal of land in proximity to urban areas is to facilitate appropriate use and
development of these areas for the public benefit. Disposals would be on a case-by-case basis and require a public
input process. On any land disposal, BLM is required to review the future use of the property for consistency with
plans and land use controls of any jurisdictional entities.

Comment:
BLM manages its lands for multiple use and for this reason, commenter favors expansion rather reduction of public
land.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Comment noted.
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Comment:
BLM is proposing to reduce its land holdings over the next 20 years.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
Lands administered by USBR are governed by the RMP.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
BLM controls the leasing of federal minerals underlying USBR land, but does not administer the surface estate, nor
prepare the resource management plan for USBR lands.

Comment:
Page 1-10: The RMP/EIS discusses the possibility of land ownership adjustments including land exchanges. The
BLM should confirm that the impacts of proposed land ownership adjustments on current oil and gas lessees will be
addressed on a case-by-case basis.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Any decisions that would increase the amount of split estate would be made only if land transfers would benefit
federal land and resource management. The stated acreage increases listed in Chapter 4 are the maximum possible
if all SDAs were consolidated under federal management and all land exchanges proposed were to be carried out.
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Category: Land Use

Comment:
Development of the Western Regional Corridor Study did not involve the public in its preparation. As such, the
impacts of using this have not been addressed and it should not be used as a decision tool. Impacts on private lands
should be evaluated.

Jack Scott, City of Aztec

Response:
BLM will consider this study when siting and reviewing applications for new ROWs in order to promote more ordered
development of infrastructure. However, each future ROW application would be reviewed and undergo environmental
assessment, including public participation, prior to decisions. Effects on private owners within proposed alignments
would be part of this evaluation. BLM does not have a policy that would preferentially site new ROWs on private land.

Comment:
The EIS does not adequately evaluate impacts and restrictions on land uses on split estate lands from oil and gas
development. For there should be provisions allowing private owners to have same protections apply to their lands as
apply to federal surface estate.

Jack Scott, City of Aztec

Response:
Owners of private surface over federal minerals can negotiate a surface owner agreement with an oil and gas
operator. If no agreement exists, BLM surface stipulations apply. In general an agreement between the operator and
private landowner will take precedence over BLM surface stipulations. See Appendix G for exceptions and further
details.

Comment:
The EIS needs to examine how BLM Farmington will comply with EO 13212 and the National Energy Policy. The EIS
should evaluate whether the agency has internal resources to process the permitting load to meet these directives.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
The FFO is aware of EO 13212 and subsequent IM No. 2002-196 and these directives will be addressed in the FEIS.
The FFO has in the past and will continue too utilize many ways to achieve these directives. Third-party contracting
and Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) programs will continue to be used to augment federal staffing in the
processing of energy related projects. These programs expedite energy projects while allowing the proponent and the
FFO to meet all environmental obligations.

Comment:
The EIS does not accurately illustrate existing major ROW corridors.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
The FEIS will be corrected with updated information provided to show the location of major energy corridors within
and through the FFO. These existing and proposed corridors will be shown relative to the SDAs.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS does not adequately consider the energy effects as outlined in EO 13211 and in IM 2002-196,
especially concerning the development of ROWs corridors for the purpose of energy retrieval.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
The FEIS has added a section expressly directed at complying with IM 2002-196. Specifically, this section will outline
potential environmental issues that may limit and/or alter energy related corridors, in designated SDA areas. With the
exception of one corridor, the recognized existing and potential corridors have capacity to accommodate future
energy development within and across the FFO. As noted in this section, the designated SDAs are generally small in
size and therefore easily routed around. Additionally, many of the SDA areas contain very rough terrain, necessitating
avoidance.
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Category: Mitigations

Comment:
The discussion of oil and gas leasing and development should recognize the impact of the voluntary offsite mitigation
funded by the oil and gas industry.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The voluntary contributions made by industry to offset the loss of forage associated with roads and those portions of
well locations that are not revegetated will help mitigate the effects of habitat fragmentation. However, the effects of
increased human activity and avoidance by wildlife will still be a problem.

Comment:
BLM should consider the costs to industry in implementing mitigations based on the RMP/EIS.

David Wacker, Conoco, Inc.

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
I urge you to take steps in your plans to reduce the impact on not only air quality, but also wildlife, and open space.

Jean Weiskotten

Response:
BLM believes that denial of oil and gas lease development is not a reasonable alternative. A variation of this
alternative has been added to Chapter 2 under the subtitle, “Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.” BLM
does not believe it has the right to so drastically limit access to existing lease rights without compensating the
lessees, which would result in huge payouts by the BLM.

Comment:
Throughout the Southwest we are experiencing record drought conditions. The negative impact of this drought should
be acknowledged in these documents. Negative impacts of all land disturbances will be exacerbated because of poor
moisture conditions. A futuristic planning document would recognize the realities of these conditions and develop
management strategies to address them.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
BLM policies and guidelines allow for management decisions related to seasonal and climatic variations to be made
as needed to protect resources. These cannot be predicted in this long-term, land use planning document with any
success. However, some proposed changes under the Preferred Alternative and some of the impact analyses take
into account the arid conditions and slow rehabilitation of vegetation and soils in this arid climate. For example, limits
on cross-country travel by OHVs are substantiated by the susceptibility of soil biological crusts and the local
vegetation to damage from vehicular traffic and the long recovery time in arid climates.

Comment:
I think the draft plan shortchanges concerns about invasive weed management and wild fire management. Both of
these issues are huge and demand serious future planning to minimize detrimental impacts to all resources. The
invasive weed issue is exacerbated with the proposed increases in land disturbances and the ongoing drought.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
BLM has acknowledged the potential spread of invasive weeds due to increased surface disturbance and vehicle
traffic, but believes that this would be addressed by implementation of monitoring and required weed management
plans. Fire management is addressed by the development of an annual Fire Management Plan that is referenced in
the document.
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Comment:
It is important to reseed pipelines and well pads and to bring disturbed forage up to standards.

Janet Rees Chris Velasquez

Response:
Current BLM policies and COAs provide guidelines for reseeding. Additional staff that have recently been moved to
the FFO will help enforce these requirements.

Comment:
A ½-mile buffer zone of no surface occupancy along the rivers should be established. Use directional drilling to
access the oil and gas in these areas.

Ken Stanley

Response:
Limits are would be placed on oil and gas development within specific SDAs under the Preferred Alternative. The
proposed Ephemeral Wash SDA includes no surface occupancy within the active floodplain. Other areas of public
land along rivers would be constrained under controlled surface use, which allows well pads to be moved within the
drilling window to protect surface resources. It is not technically feasible to expect that all formations along rivers
could be accessed from ½ mile away.

Comment:
Continue the voluntary fund for offsite mitigation that uses contributions from industry to replace forage as part of the
agreement to drill 10,000 new wells.

Paul Bandy

Response:
The description of the Preferred Alternative includes the funding from the oil and gas industry (Page 2-235) to monitor
surface natural and cultural resources, meet public land health standards, and other mitigation and management
measures. If this alternative is selected, the fund would be continued.

Comment:
I know the FFO has sponsored work with birds and noise but suggest that more needs to be done. What do we know
about noise and other wildlife?

Janet Rees

Response:
Studies on the effect of noise on birds and other wildlife have been conducted but results are not clear cut other than
that related to raptors. The new Noise Policy has been proposed to address the impact of noise on people. The raptor
noise policy is limited to noise mitigation in the vicinity of raptor nests.

Comment:
IPAMS encourages the BLM to remove the voluntary offsite mitigation program from the final draft.

Grant Melvin, Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States

Response:
The description of the Preferred Alternative includes the funding from the oil and gas industry (Page 2-235) to monitor
surface natural and cultural resources, meet public land health standards, and other mitigation and management
measures. If this alternative is selected, the fund would be continued.

Comment:
Mitigation measures have not been clearly addressed in the document. Please dedicate a section in the FEIS
specifically addressing all mitigation measures.

Jan Holt
Robert Lawrence, Environmental Protection Agency
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Ed Stevens
Bill Theimer
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Response:
The PRMP/FEIS has been modified to include a section on mitigation and monitoring to bring together all of the
mitigation measures referenced in the document and to more fully address this concern.

Comment:
Pages 2-235-236. The paragraph on "Offsite Mitigation" should be amended to recognize the voluntary nature of the
program. In addition, the RMP/EIS should reflect that 70 percent of the voluntary funds are to be utilized for Range
Land Health. Page 2-236. Consistent with statutory and regulatory guidance, the first full paragraph on Page 2-236
should reflect that economic considerations should be evaluated in determining what mitigation measures to employ.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
Commenter recommends adding, "Under specific conditions and depending upon economic viability, while at the
same time consistent with statutory and regulatory guidance, the oil and gas operators and transporters may consider
these or other mitigation measures that may be appropriate and effective on a case-by-case basis."

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Comment is noted. Mitigation measures are typically designed to meet site-specific conditions according to agency
guidelines. Implementation may be required by law and do not necessarily depend on economic viability but must be
feasible and effective.

Comment:
Page 4-100. In the interest of economic viability for oil and gas developers, commenter recommends replacing the
final sentence of the "Specially Designated Areas" with, "Due to possible NSO constraints within SDAs, 12 wells
would remain undeveloped due to the limitations of current technology. In addition, the development of 87 wells may
be economically unfeasible if directional drilling is the only mitigation measure available. Industry and BLM will
endeavor to utilize the best economically available technology to protect the SDAs and NSO areas."

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
I do wish well sites could be smaller, roads narrower, and new sites could be chosen more carefully, and placed out
of grasslands more often. I'd like to see more positive results from reseeding.

Cathy Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The PRMP/FEIS has been modified to include a section on mitigation and monitoring to bring together all of the
mitigation measures referenced in the document and to more fully address this concern. Current BLM policies and
COAs provide guidelines for reseeding. Additional staff that have recently been moved to the FFO will help enforce
these requirements.

Comment:
Summary 7: The riparian area discussion, as found in other sections, does little to present mitigative efforts that exist
for disturbance in riparian areas. While the BLM should play a role in managing these resources, it is the Corps of
Engineers that regulates activities in these areas. There is no mention of the Corps in this section, nor best
management practices, which can mitigate impacts to these areas.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
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Response:
The Summary is intended only to summarize the impacts under each alternative. The PRMP/FEIS has been modified
to include a section on mitigation and monitoring to bring together all of the mitigation measures referenced in the
document. The Corps only regulates some waters of the US and would not have the responsibility for implementing
management practices in all riparian areas.

Comment:
We urge you to amend the EIS to include both reduction and monitoring of ozone, and a reduction in the number of
roads and drilling sites. The latter could at least partly be accomplished by directional drilling.

Chris and Patty Isensee

Response:
Information has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to state that BLM will work with a regional interagency group that
includes NMAQB and EPA to monitor air quality, determine sources of air pollution, and to develop appropriate
mitigation measures for the region for those sources. BLM does not believe that it can reduce roads and well pads
further by adding more NSO constraints that would require directional drilling. Mitigation measures will be used to
minimize impacts to surface resources.

Comment:
All wells should be sound-proofed.

Jan Holt

Response:
BLM has worked with industry and other groups to develop the proposed Noise Policy. It is not economically feasible
nor environmentally necessary to require that all wells employ noise mitigation.

Comment:
Hold strict emissions standards to minimize environmental impacts.

David Peters

Response:
Information has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to state that BLM will work with a regional interagency group that
includes NMAQB and EPA to monitor air quality, determine sources of air pollution, and to develop appropriate
mitigation measures for the region for those sources.

Comment:
BLM should use currently available standards for BMPs and allow industry to design them to meet the needs of each
site in order to minimize erosion and sedimentation. BLM does not need to duplicate the design and enforcement
responsibilities of other agencies like EPA or NMED.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
BLM has no intention of developing new BMPs to be used for this region. BLM standards and guidelines are based
on those already in use by other agencies to comply with the Clean Water Act, for example. Since each site requires
specific designs, detailed and specific BMPs have not been prescribed in this document. The general types of BMPs
that would be expected to be used have been listed in the new mitigation section in Chapter 4. Enforcement of the
implementation of erosion and sediment controls and other BMPs may be the responsibility of the BLM if the surface
disturbing activities occur on public land because, as stated in Chapter 2 under Continuing Management Guidance,
actions on public land must comply with state and federal regulations.
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Comment:
There is no reference in the RMP to ensure adequate monitoring of cultural ACECs for site degradation from
resource extraction, OHV use, or livestock.

Forest Guardians

Response:
Monitoring of impacts to cultural resources is an ongoing function of the FFO cultural resources management
program, as described under Continuing Management Guidance Pages 2-14 through 2-21 of the DRMP/EIS.

Comment:
All of the alternatives would result in the destruction of too many archaeological sites.

W. James Judge

Response:
Avoidance of significant archaeological sites is the preferred method of mitigation. During the APD process, all sites
would be required to undergo site-specific archaeological clearances and would be moved to avoid significant sites if
possible. The number of archaeological sites that would be mitigated under each alternative is a broad prediction
based on site density and distribution to provide a means of comparing impacts. Once mitigation measures and site-
specific reviews are conducted, compliance with federal policy and regulations would limit the amount of sites
undergoing damage.

Comment:
Roads and OHV traffic are particularly destructive when they are adjacent to streams, wetlands, or riparian areas.
The DEIS acknowledges that such effects will occur but does not described how they would be mitigated. Adverse
impacts are much greater than what is estimated from a simple calculation of the area directly impacted.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
Under the Preferred Alternative, management prescriptions are proposed that would limit surface disturbance and
OHV traffic in River Tracts and other riparian areas. The potential direct and indirect adverse effects are described
under several sections, including Watersheds, Soils, and Water Resources. A new section describing mitigation
measures has been added to Chapter 4 in the PRMP/FEIS.
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Category: NEPA Procedures

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS does not provide government officials or the public with a full understanding of the environmental
consequences of the RMP, and thus it fails to meet the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as
provided in 40 CFR. §§ 1500-1508. 40 CFR. § 1500.1(c) states that the "NEPA process is intended to help public
officials make decisions that are based on an understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions that
protect, restore, and enhance the environment." If the BLM finalizes this Draft RMP, its actions will not protect,
restore, or enhance air quality. In fact, the BLM's current analysis, which is not even complete, shows the RMP will
allow air quality to significantly degrade. Since the BLM prefers to take this action in spite of the environmental
consequences, it is extremely important that the Draft RMP/EIS include a thorough and adequate analysis of the
significant air quality impacts that will likely occur as a result of the RMP, so other governmental officials and the
public will have the information.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Corrections and additions have been made to this FEIS document. All of the impact areas mentioned in this comment
have been addressed for each alternative in this FEIS.

Comment:
The high development area for oil and gas should be an SDA that allows for access to national energy resources.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
BLM is evaluating a range of SDA delineations for special resources throughout the high development area. Without
creating one encompassing SDA, BLM is attempting to balance access to oil and gas resources while providing
protection of multiple resources with special value. In addition to the National Energy Plan and policy, BLM is
responsible for managing public lands and assets in compliance with many laws that protect a range of public
interests, including the environment.

Comment:
Page 5-7: Under Table 5.2, List of Draft Recipients, why wasn't the Colorado Air Pollution Control Division included?

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
All agencies and people who were involved initially in public scoping were on the original list, in addition to many
names and agencies from all agencies directly involved. The Notice of Intent and the Notice of Availability were
published in local newspapers and the Federal Register to inform those interested parties of the project and the
document. There was no intent to leave any agency off the list.

Comment:
Any effort at coordination with partner agencies is lacking documentation; for example, input from USFS, USNPS,
States of NM and CO, adjacent counties and tribal areas, would have been appropriate. The RMP/EIS document
shows no awareness of the WRAP (Western Regional Air Partnership), of which the state of NM is a member, nor its
targets for reduction in air pollution (see CFR 209). Anecdotal evidence suggests that significant entities were not
even copied (in) the Draft RMP/EIS.

B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
Page 1-6 of the Draft RMP/EIS describes the interdisciplinary team composed of staff from BLM, USFS, and USBR
that assisted in preparing the document. While the focus in on BLM surface, the cooperating agencies provided input
into the development of the alternatives and management guidance related to oil and gas development on lands they
manage. NMED/Air Quality Bureau reviewed and approved the draft protocol for air quality modeling before analysis
was conducted. The initial mailing list receiving a newsletter about the project contained approximately 1600 names
of individuals and agencies, in addition to the tribes that were consulted.
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Comment:
The law requires this to be a basin-wide EIS. The law requires that there be a cumulative impact statement, the law
requires that the scope of the NEPA document match the scope of the project. The law requires a lot of things that
are just absolutely missing from this.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support

Response:
Potential cumulative damages have been quantified to the extent possible with available information in Chapter 4. A
combination of methods, including modeling based on assumptions in the document, GIS, and other recent
documents were used. The new wells, miles of new roads, and acres of surface disturbance projected for each
watershed if all federal and non-federal minerals were to be developed were quantified. Other impacts were mainly
qualitative due to the land use plan level nature of the document, the large size of the planning area, and the
availability of data. The different timeframes and schedules for the Southern Ute Indian EIS and the Northern San
Juan Basin EIS, made it impractical to develop a basin-wide EIS. The issues involved with Oil and Gas development
in the Colorado portion of the San Juan Basin, particularly those dealing with surface management, are sufficiently
different from those in the FFO, that a basin-wide EIS would not provide the focused analysis needed to understand
oil and gas development options. The Farmington RMP is a land use plan revision that encompasses and analyzes
issues broader than just oil and gas development. Information from the Southern Ute Indian EIS was considered in
the development of the Farmington DRMP/EIS and incorporated as appropriate. The Carson National Forest EIS is
just getting underway and will incorporate the information from this document.

Comment:
Once the basin-wide EIS has been completed, any future site-specific EAs should be nominal, if required at all, and
should be allowed to reference the EIS for broad range issues. Further, any cost associated with complying with
NEPA requirements, which are the responsibility of a surface management agency and paid for by the industry (such
as an EA or archeological survey, etc.), should be reimbursed.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation

Response:
While it may be appropriate to tier off this EIS when developing EAs for siting new wells, it may not always be the
case. As stated under Chapter 2, Continuing Management Guidance, site-specific EAs will still be required during the
APD process. No decision will be made through this NEPA analysis and development of the RMP to address cost
reimbursement.

Comment:
The BLM's representative has provided information to the group about the BLM's study of the correlation between
sediment loading of the rivers, and erosion caused by well pads, and oil and gas service roads on the BLM lands.
The BLM knows the existing problems with the community's water supply, and representatives have said they believe
existing oil and gas activities on BLM lands may be a primary source of these problems. Why does the RMP not
include a comprehensive consultation with the NMED and the EPA on this matter?

Evert Oldham

Response:
Comprehensive consultation with NMED and EPA are not required under BLM policy, including FLPMA and NEPA.
BLM policies, standards, guidelines, and COAs, as well as the previous land use management documents carried
forward, provide guidance for the design and implementation of BMPs to minimize erosion and sedimentation. A
section on mitigation measures has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The DEIS team should not have assumed that a simple compilation of potential adverse impacts meets their
responsibilities for responsible environmental decision-making. The purpose of an EIS is to assess the potential for
adverse impacts of a proposed project, to explore possible means of mitigation, and to draw a conclusion that is
consistent with the analyses conducted. In the present case, the responsibilities of the BLM are to propose only those
actions that are consistent with their environmental stewardship responsibilities.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology
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Response:
BLM responsibilities are for multiple use management of public lands. The purpose of an EIS is to assess the
potential for significant impacts, not just adverse impacts, and to inform federal decision-makers before they make a
decision on a proposed action. The federal agency must, in the Record of Decision, describe how the findings of the
EIS were incorporated into the agency's decision-making process, but selection of an alternative that is
environmentally preferable is not required.

Comment:
BLM's disregard for the adverse air quality effects is at odds with the policy of NEPA and FLPMA. BLM's own
planning criteria, as stated in the Draft RMP/EIS, that actions must comply with Federal laws and regulations.

Vicki Stamper, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

Response:
Agreed. BLM has no intent to violate air quality standards or any other law or regulation. The air quality modeling
completed for the RMP/EIS was done in the interest of establishing the most severe impacts for which mitigation
measures have been proposed. The BLM and AQB are fully aware of the implications of this potentially significant
cumulative air quality impact and have therefore agreed to commit the resources necessary to fully understand and
mitigate the problem to the maximum extent feasible. The AQB in particular will be continuously monitoring the ozone
degradation situation, as part of their mandate is to not allow nonattainment of the air quality standards.

Comment:
The National Park Service does not appear to have been included in initial public scoping and would like to
participate in future scoping and planning efforts in the BLM Farmington Field Office area.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
While at least one representative of the National Park Service was included in the early mailing lists for the
newsletter, some others were not. This was an oversight and the agency will be included in future lists for agency
participation by the FFO.
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Category: Noise

Comment:
Noise from compressors and other equipment associated with gas wells is too loud and inescapable. Compressors
with no noise control are installed near houses. Oil and gas companies are too big and powerful, and need to learn to
live with the expanding population and shrinking environment.

Charlene Anderson
Glenn Beiter
Michael Carrell
Nora Flucke
Mark and Alice Freitag
David Hamlow
Paul Lerno
Laurie Martinez

Warren and Shirley McNall
Denise Nicholas
Susan Rarick
Janet Rees
Heidi Rhoderick
Ken Stanley
Ed Stevens
Richard White, Farmington Public Library

Response:
The BLM proposes two distinct NTLs that address the management of sound generated by oil and gas production
and transportation. The NTLs analyzed in Alternatives C and D and contain identical provisions for industrial uses
involving Indian and federal leases located near occupied dwellings or buildings. The provisions set limits on
allowable noise levels 100 feet from such a structure.

Comment:
The NNTL includes several SDAs in which motorized travel or other significant sound producing activities are a
primary SMA management goal. Proposal 9: Eliminate these SDAs from the NNTL.

W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc. E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co
Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.

Response:
SDAs set aside primarily for motorized use (The Dunes Vehicle Recreation Area, Head Canyon, Rock Garden and
the open OHV area in the Glade Run Recreation Area) are not considered noise sensitive areas.

Comment:
Establish usage criteria for all NSAs using a cost-benefit analysis. If an ACEC is not fenced, stabilized, and
interpreted, it should not be included in the NTL. There would be no bona fide receptors unless such improvements
are made.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The BLM has broadly assessed usage criteria for its proposed NSAs and has identified receptor focused and
boundary focused NSAs in accordance with its usage determination. Public document PB-239-429 developed by the
EPA addresses noise levels as they affect human health and safety. The BLM considers other aspects that may
apply to noise level criteria, as described in the proposed noise NTL. “The BLM recognizes solitude (lack or limited
sound) as a part of the natural environment that needs protection…”The lack of fences, stabilization, and interpretive
material associated with a cultural resource site does not necessarily reflect adversely on the importance of the site.
Although they have not yet received interpretive treatment, historic sites ACECs, such as Dogie School and the
Martinez Homestead ACEC have been previously identified for interpretive use. Stabilization assessments and
protective treatments are ongoing at these and other cultural SDAs. Others may, however, use the site for which the
value of an undistracted site visit would be of value, although not in a measurable way. These persons would be
considered “bona fide” receptors. The BLM is not required to perform a cost benefit analysis when assessing the
value inherent to resources that it is obligated to manage. In addition, it is not possible to quantify the effects of noise
reduction upon the occupants of a house or a person walking down a trail. The imposition of a 48.6 BA standard is
equivalent to a level of noise somewhat less than that of quiet urban daytime noise or light traffic noise measured at
100 feet, which is approximated by a level of 50 dBA (U.S. National Park Service 2002). The BLM expects that this
level of noise would allow oil and gas operations to proceed but would not be excessively distracting to a site visitor.
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Comment:
The proposed noise standards are not site-specific and do not allow for variance in local geography, existing sound
levels, and local atmospheric conditions.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp. Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company

Response:
Upon implementation of the NTL, affected operators in or adjacent to NSAs will be provided general ownership maps
depicting the NSAs. Detailed descriptions of the NSAs will be maintained and available at local administrative agency
offices. The standards do not preclude topographic variations and local atmospheric conditions that may decrease
the noise level perceived by a receptor at a specific location. It may be necessary to measure existing sound levels
prior to the installation of a compressor so that it may be shown that the incremental amount of noise perceived at a
location is less than the standard.

Comment:
All areas that are closed to public use, where public use is not encouraged, which have not been designated as
SMAs, or do not belong to the Federal government should be eliminated from the listing of NSAs in the NNTL.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp. Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The SDAs described in the comment as being closed to public use are not, in fact, closed to the public. The lack of
encouragement of public use certainly does not reflect active discouragement. Certain uses have been prohibited,
such as oil and gas development, grazing, salable minerals extraction, fuelwood cutting, and OHV use. Other uses,
such as hiking, are permitted. There are inholdings of privately owned surface in some of the referenced areas. In
order to more proactively manage the resources within its boundaries, if these lands are made available for sale or
exchange by willing sellers, the BLM will attempt to acquire as much of the private holdings as necessary to protect
the cultural resources.

Comment:
Noise levels measured at zero feet from a receptor are measured too close. A 400-foot offset from the noise source
should be the required minimum from a receptor.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
BLM has designated some habitats for threatened or endangered wildlife under Alternative D (Preferred Alternative)
as receptor-based noise sensitive areas. Noise mitigation in these areas will be developed on a site-specific basis in
coordination between BLM, USFWS, and industry as appropriate to insure that habitat suitability for threatened or
endangered wildlife species is not negatively impacted.

Comment:
Many NSAs were selected and designated to shield plants and animals from oil field noise without identifying any
harm caused by the noise. Eliminate SMAs created for protection of plant or animal habitat from the NNTL until such
time as objective scientific data are developed showing harm to plants and animals from the levels of noise generated
by oil and gas activities. The BLM has presented no evidence that the current level of noise is harmful to roosting
eagles and no cost/benefit analysis for the proposed noise standard.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp. Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
BLM has not designated any NSAs for the protection of plants. BLM has designated some habitats for threatened or
endangered wildlife under Alternative D (Preferred Alternative) as receptor-based noise sensitive areas. Noise
mitigation in these areas will be developed on a site-specific basis in coordination between BLM, USFWS, and
industry as appropriate to insure that habitat suitability for threatened or endangered wildlife species is not negatively
impacted. BLM is not required to perform a cost benefit analysis when assessing the value inherent to resources that
it is obligated to manage.
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Comment:
There appear to be inconsistencies in compliance time requirements for existing noise sources in the Draft NTL.
Section V. Application of Standards within NSAs, states that new NSAs may be identified and/or developed by the
land management agencies, and that "this policy" would apply with a 30-day notice to affected parties. Section VI.,
Implementation of NTL, allows 5 years to demonstrate compliance for existing sources. Section V. (should be VII.),
Procedures, allows 60 days for compliance. The 5-year compliance window for existing sources seems reasonable in
contrast to the overly stringent and unrealistic 30- and 60-day compliance requirements.

E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
Section V in the noise NTL describes the 30-day notification requirement for the BLM to the public after the
designation of a new SMA with noise restrictions or newly designated receptors. Section VI describes the 5-year time
limit for compliance applicable to existing noise sources within NSAs. Section VII describes the timeframe for
providing noise level measurements (60 days). Implementation of the standards would occur according to the
procedures in Section VI. Thus, an existing source would be informed that in 30 days a newly designated NSA would
be implemented that would affect that source. At that time, the source would need to supply sound level
measurements within 60 days. The standard for a particular source and a time frame (up to 5 yrs.) for achieving
compliance would then be determined. The source would have 5 years in which to achieve compliance.

Comment:
The Draft NTL requires that the Farmington BLM be provided with "noise measurements within 24 hours of the unit
being put into operation or as otherwise agreed to." That is an extremely stringent requirement that seems
unnecessary. We suggest that a 2-week reporting timeframe would be more reasonable.

E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
The 24-hour time limit applies to the noise NTL associated with Alternative C. The time frame applies only to those
areas where noise impacts are of extreme concern and where stricter standards may be required (e.g.
campgrounds). In keeping with the tighter environmental guidelines associated with this alternative, it would be
incumbent on the operator to include the procedures associated with the applicable noise NTL into its preplanning
requirements. The proposed NTL allows some leeway such that if the procedures cannot be reasonably
accomplished, a request for variance can be submitted to the BLM.

Comment:
In several places, the Draft NTL says that the sound level must equal 48.6 dBA over a continuous 24-hour period.
Obviously the intention must be that the levels should be equal to or below 48.6 dBA.

E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
The comment is correct.

Comment:
The Draft NTL states that "variances may be granted on a case-by-case basis by the AO." We support Farmington
BLM in its recognition that there may be situations where deviation from an established noise limit is appropriate.
However, we urge Farmington BLM to clarify that, in such situations, either a more lenient or a more stringent noise
limit may be appropriate. In addition, we urge Farmington BLM to articulate clear standards for the granting of such a
variance. Such standards would allow operators to budget properly for projects and evaluate their economic feasibility
where noise mitigation is anticipated.

E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
The BLM acknowledges that the request for a clear articulation of criteria for variances reflects a valid concern;
however, there are many circumstances that may affect the BLM’s decision to grant a variance. These circumstances
are impossible to determine before a location for a noise source is proposed. A prudent course of action would be for
an operator to enter discussions with the BLM as soon as it is suspected that a source may have difficulty in meeting
the requirements of the NTL. It may be possible to make this determination before the noise source is installed so
that funds are not spent unnecessarily and a mutually agreeable solution is reached.
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Comment:
The Draft NTL fails to include Appendix A, containing the list of NSAs, and Appendix B, containing the survey
protocol. In order to understand exactly how the Draft NTL will apply, it is essential to review the list of NSAs, which
will further specify the areas where receptor-based, boundary-based and "stricter" standards will apply.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp. Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc. E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The BLM will issue a complete noise NTL that includes all relevant information after a decision is made with respect
to this EIS. The EIS contains a list of SMAs in Chapter 2. If noise restrictions exist or are proposed for a specific area,
the noise restrictions are identified in Table 2-5. (See text change to documents in Appendix E).

Comment:
Unless the case can be made that the entire area within particular boundaries qualifies as a human receptor point, we
do not believe that the boundary-based approach is appropriate. Applying noise limits at a circular boundary may be
unnecessarily onerous if no human receptors are likely in the vicinity.

Leslie Davis Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc. Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
Grant Melvin, Independent Petroleum E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Association of Mountain States John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Alternative D lists 7 boundary-focused NSAs in the FFO. These areas have either been designated through previous
land use plans or by Congress. They are currently managed for a variety of different uses including primitive, non-
motorized forms of recreation, the protection of natural landscapes (including natural sounds) and opportunities for
solitude, and important Native American Traditional and Sacred uses. Each one of these areas receives use by
human receptors. However, these areas contain no developed trails and use is not concentrated in any one particular
area. Visitors are allowed and encouraged to travel where they desire within the boundaries of these NSAs. Since
sound travels in more than one direction, applying mitigation in only one direction in these areas would be of little use.
It should be noted that four-out-of-seven boundary-focused NSAs currently have little or no oil and gas development
within their boundaries.

Comment:
The receptor-focused noise guidelines effectively and practically manage noise levels.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp. Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc. E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
The comment is noted. In areas where boundary-focused NSAs may be a more appropriate method with which to
manage noise, the BLM retains this option in the noise NTL associated with Alternative D. Such areas may include
those that do not contain identifiable receptors but where noise control is necessary to maintain natural resource
values.

Comment:
The Federal Regulatory Commission standard, which is the source of the 48.6 dBA standard in the Draft NTL, applies
at buildings occupied by people rather than at areas outside these buildings. We believe that compliance with the
standard at buildings is also sufficiently protective of areas immediately around these buildings. Further, a compliance
point of 100 feet, or any specified distance, from a building will often result in an off-property compliance point due to
the variability of setbacks of building from property lines.

E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
The BLM acknowledges that a point of compliance located 100 feet away from a structure may be outside of the
property boundary upon which a building is located. The objective of this portion of the NTL is to allow people to enjoy
a quiet environment. The BLM realizes that meeting the standard at 100 ft. away from the structure may still diminish
the quality of life for some.
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Comment:
Issue 8: The noise policy requires compliance of "noise sources involving Federal or Indian leases located near
occupied dwellings or buildings" is vague and overly broad, and as written, could apply anywhere. This phrase in the
NNTL appears to be a mechanism whereby the BLM is attempting to exert jurisdiction over state and private lands via
Federal and Indian mineral leases. This is both unnecessary and undesirable. Proposal 8: Limit the policy to
Federally owned surfaces. There are sufficient private individuals as well as county, state, and municipal
governments to oversee and regulate non-Federal surface issues.

W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
This provision of the noise NTL exerts BLM authority over sources of noise that emanate from its leases, federal or
Indian. It is intended to exert some level of control over the operations for which the BLM has authority. Not all
municipalities, counties, and states promulgate noise ordinances or regulations. In cases where more stringent
restrictions apply, the BLM will subjugate the restrictions contained its noise NTL to the regulating authority.

Comment:
Appendix E.1. Page E-5. Introduction: Recognizing the current Raptor Noise Policy, Commenter recommends
removing the following words, "...habitat for threatened and endangered species...." from the final sentence in the
introduction.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The Raptor Policy only deals with 3 species of concern. The inclusion of wildlife habitat in the NTL allows the BLM to
manage areas for species of concern. It allows the BLM to manage noise generated by human encroachment or
industrial operations that may adversely affect species of concern.

Comment:
The comments suggest definitions to be used in the noise NTL.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
Noise pollution that was created by your Preferred Alternative.

Michael Carrell

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
Greater study also needs to be conducted on the health impacts of increased noise pollution on wildlife and residents
in the affected area.

Leslie Barnhart

Response:
The comment addresses issues that are beyond the scope of this EIS. Research into this area is presumably
ongoing.
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Comment:
We also recommend the PA be supplemented to allow for a more flexible approach to the existing requirement of
advance notice and approval prior to installation of a new compressor.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The NTL for Alternative D only requires prior approval before setting a noise source that could affect the Threatened
or Endangered Species and Raptor NSAs. Approval will be expedited to the extent possible. The BLM understands
the need for installation of compressors to maintain production levels and will work with operators so that the
necessary requirements are met in a timeframe that allows the production level to be maintained.

Comment:
The approach of the noise mitigation measures in Alternative D is the first time a receptor-based approach has been
considered by the BLM-FFO. Unfortunately, the receptors are only loosely defined, and there is no criteria given to
show that BLM has quantified the impact on costs on existing and future compression. It is also unclear what the
impact of added NSAs is on noise mitigation, because key parts of the NTL are missing from the document
(Appendix A). The Draft NTL specifies compliance at a distance of 400 feet from the source, which is an which is an
improvement over the previous 300 feet.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Monitoring would be carried out to ascertain the success of the policy. The receptors will be more clearly defined
before the policy is implemented. Currently receptor points are only generally identified within each SDA. Detailed
descriptions of the NSAs will be maintained and available at local administering agency offices. Appendix A,
referenced in the Draft NTLs included the names of areas which would be designated NSAs, the resource they are
associated with, and which NSAs would possibly require stricter standards. This information can be found in
Table 2-5. The text of the document has been changed to refer the reader to Table 2-5.

Comment:
The present raptor noise policy is problematic in requiring either advanced approval of setting a well-site compressor
or meeting a 48.6 dB standard in 360-degree. A more reasonable policy is to allow the operator to file an advanced
notice of setting such compressors and then for BLM to get with the operator and establish a "receptor-based" control
strategy upfront of the compressor installation. Furthermore, it also seems reasonable to allow for a 30-day time
period to install these controls rather than the current requirement of prior to any operation.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The raptor noise policy is brought forward as continuing management guidance and is not under consideration to be
changed under any of the alternatives. It has been assumed to be constant under all alternatives and cannot be
modified in the Final EIS or the RMP.

Comment:
Existing noise sources should not be required to meet the noise standards set by the proposed Noise Policy.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
In order to address concerns voiced by the public during the scoping period and at other times, the BLM has
responded by developing the proposed policy that would require noise mitigation on existing and new compressors.
The BLM does plan to allow more time for compliance with the standard for existing compressors.
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Comment:
The definition of receptors should be more narrowly defined as "residences, churches, public buildings, established
campgrounds, and historic sites that are frequently occupied and visited." Others must be justified before being
designated.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The majority of the receptors and NSAs meet the recommended definition. Others are those that would protect
raptors and T&E species habitat in compliance with state and federal laws. It is appropriate to be conservative in
minimizing impacts to the ecosystem, then monitor to determine the success of the mitigation measures.

Comment:
Establish usage criteria for all NSAs using a cost-benefit analysis. If an ACEC is not fenced, stabilized, and
interpreted, it should not be included in the NNTL. There would be no bona fide receptors unless such improvements
are made.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
BLM has designated some habitats for threatened or endangered wildlife under Alternative D (Preferred Alternative)
as receptor-based noise sensitive areas. Noise mitigation in these areas will be developed on a site-specific basis in
coordination between BLM, USFWS, and industry as appropriate to insure that habitat suitability for threatened or
endangered wildlife species is not negatively impacted.

Comment:
The proposed noise standards are not site-specific and do not allow for variance in local geography, high existing
sound levels, and local atmospheric conditions. Were existing sound levels to exceed the proposed standard of
48.6 dBA, that a reasonable allowance should be 3 dB above prevailing background sound levels. Furthermore, the
NTL should be clear and exclude other factors that might influence sound levels such as wind direction, weather, and
intermittent background sources such as traffic and aircraft. In other words, the compressor operator should only
have to meet the standard under normal conditions, and where other conditions outside of the operator's control
adversely affect the noise levels, the BLM policy should be accommodative of an alternative noise standard.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The proposed noise standards would be applied at or near the site-specific locations identified in the Noise Policy.
Local geography or topography and atmospheric conditions would be taken into account in the field when determining
the noise levels within 400 feet of the source, to evaluate the level of noise mitigation needed. In some areas with
significant background noise, it may be necessary to monitor noise levels before and after installation of compressors
to help determine the level of mitigation required. Background noise that is intermittent would not be a factor as the
Noise Policy is applied.
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Comment:
The noise policy requiring compliance of "noise sources involving Federal or Indian leases located near occupied
dwellings or buildings" is vague and overly broad, and as written, could apply anywhere. The policy should be limited
to Federally-owned surface acreage. There are sufficient county, state, and municipal governments to oversee and
regulate non-Federal surface issues. Comments on Proposed Noise NTL under Alternative C: BLM's proposed NTL
under Alternative C, as currently written, would apply: a) To every square inch of area within an NSA, irrespective of
whether or not there are established receptors being impacted; b) Within a 300-foot radius of any new or existing
noise source within an NSA, irrespective of any impact to established receptors. The commenter strongly disagrees
with this arbitrary and unscientific basis for establishing the need for noise control, and compliments the BLM-FFO for
recognizing the adequacy of science behind the FERC standard of Ldn = 55 dBA, which is equivalent to a continuous
24-hour sound level of 48.6 dBA. However, commenter vigorously disagrees with the arbitrary imposition of this level
at a 300-foot radius irrespective of any receptor being present. The FERC standard referred to, above as well as
other guidelines (e.g., EPA's 1974 guidelines and FICUN guidelines as referenced in our September 28, 2000,
comments), are all "receptor-based" standards and in our opinion should become the basis for any BLM-FFO NTL
regarding noise. Another significant issue is the tremendous cost difference that will result by implementing noise
controls sufficient to meet NTL noise standard on a 300-foot radius, versus by implementing noise controls only in the
direction and at the distance needed. As covered in our September 28, 2000, comments, a small compressor location
with a 4-sided barrier with access doors would cost in the vicinity of $10,000 - $20,000 per location. Assuming a
single receptor at 300 feet, the cost would be approximately 25 percent of this cost, or $2,500 - $5,000. On the other
hand, if there is no receptor closer than 500 feet, then it is quite probable that no controls would be needed, resulting
in no cost at all. The costs become dramatically higher with large compressor engines. Based on experience in the
field with 500 - 1000 horsepower units, the costs run in the neighborhood of $60,000 - $100,000 per installation if a
4-sided barrier is needed to control to the NTL noise standard at 300 feet. Assuming a single receptor at 300 feet, the
cost would drop to approximately $10,000 - $20,000. On the other hand, if there were only one receptor at 500 feet,
then the cost would drop to $5,000 - $10,000. It seems to us that there are enormous cost penalties for this arbitrary
application of the 48.6 dB (A) standard at 300 feet.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
BLM has some responsibility for wells extracting federal minerals wherever they are located. The Noise Policy
specifies the distance from dwellings and the maximum decibel level. Surface owners may also establish their own
constraints for wells on their land. Because of public concerns and BLM’s obligation under law to manage for
resource protection, the noise policy was drafted. Alternative C focused on boundary-based NSAs where more
stringent controls would be applied. The proposed NSAs were not arbitrarily or capriciously designated. They are
based on SDAs that were designated in previous plans or Wilderness areas designated by Congress. They receive
use by human receptors and are managed for a variety of uses including primitive, non-motorized forms of recreation,
the protection of natural landscapes (including natural sounds) and opportunities for solitude, and important Native
American Traditional uses. Many of these areas do not contain developed trails and uses is not concentrated in a
single area. Visitors are allowed and encouraged to travel where they desire within the boundaries of the these NSAs.

Comment:
Please make sure that any noise control mandates be economically feasible to avoid driving up the price of energy.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
The costs would vary with the location of the well pad. Standard mitigation equipment is available for wellhead
compressors.

Comment:
The BLM has totally ignored such persistent, common, and annoying sources of noise as jet skis and powerboats on
Navajo Lake, airplanes and helicopters in the air, and motorcycles and OHVs on land. Please include these noise
sources in your sound control measures in the RMP.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Temporary and short-term noise sources do not require mitigation under the proposed Noise Policy. However, this
does not preclude development in the future for mitigating temporary and short-term noise sources in order to
address future public concerns.
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Comment:
Pages Summary 13-14. In the discussion regarding noise (sound pressure level) and recreation, the agency assumes
that there will be an additional 12,200 wellhead compressors and 319 larger compressors. Although we acknowledge
there will likely be an increase in compressors under the PA, we cannot establish that the increase will be as large as
estimated in the RMP/EIS.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
These numbers were presented to summarize the number of compressors anticipated under each alternative when
applying the assumptions stated in the document. The assumption, based on information from the RFDS, was that
there would be one compressor for every 2 wells by the end of the planning period. This is presented as a
conservative estimate that provides a basis for analysis.

Comment:
It is difficult to follow and understand the RMP/EIS's discussion on Noise (sound pressure level).

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
The term "noise" is subjective and should be replaced with the term "sound pressure level" to be technically correct.
Sound pressure levels can be measured, while noise cannot be measured.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
Noise is the generic term that is understandable for non-technical people. As long as the definition and
implementation of the policy is clear, the terms should be understandable.

Comment:
We cannot fully evaluate the analysis regarding sound pressure level due to the lack of identification of certain
receptors, and the failure to quantify the economic impacts on existing and future compression.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The site-specific locations will be designated and published before the Noise Policy is implemented. For the level of
analysis in this land use plan document, it was determined that designation of the general areas of impact would be
adequate.

Comment:
The increase in compressors has been overstated in the RMP/EIS.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The numbers used in the Draft RMP/EIS are based on the RFDS, which derived its information from historic trends
and input from industry. It is the best information available for use as the basis for analysis over the 20-year planning
period.

Comment:
Pages 2-236-237: It is difficult to follow the RMP/EIS's discussion on Noise.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Comment is noted.
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Comment:
A better definition of receptor is needed in the Noise Policy.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
A broad definition of receptor in the Noise Policy is provided as examples including “visitor use areas, camp or picnic
areas, habitat for T&E species, archaeological sites, and recreation trails.” Specific locations will be publicized as
needed by the BLM according to the procedures stated in the policy.

Comment:
The first paragraph on Page E-7 requires that new noise sources must meet the new standard within 60 days from
the date the source is set in the field. All major renovation and replaced noise sources must also meet the standard
within 60 days. While this is an improvement from 30 days in the previously issued NTL, 90 days are needed in order
to complete the sound evaluation, have noise walls/barriers ordered and built, and have installation completed.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The proposed NTL allows some leeway such that if the procedures cannot be reasonably accomplished, a request for
variance can be submitted to the BLM.

Comment:
Page E-7: V. Procedures: Section "V. Procedures" should be renumbered: "VI. Procedures."

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Comment is noted. See text change.

Comment:
The BLM should not use a noise level standard that is more stringent than generally accepted guidelines, less than
50 dBA, which is the standard in Farmington and Colorado.

W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The noise standard is passed on a FERC standard of 55 Ldn dB(A), which is equivalent to a continuous 24 hour
sound level of 48.6 dB(A). The imposition of a 48.6 BA standard is equivalent to a level of noise somewhat less than
that of quiet urban daytime noise or light traffic noise measured at 100 feet, which is approximated by a level of 50
dBA (U.S. National Park Service 2002). The BLM expects that this level of noise would allow oil and gas operations
to proceed but would not be excessively distracting to a site visitor.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS should specify that new NSAs can only be established after the agency goes through an EA process.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
An environmental assessment is needed when impacts to the environment may occur as a result of federal actions. It
may provide a mechanism for identifying and developing appropriate mitigation measures. Since the mitigation
measures would be established during this EIS, an EA would not be required. Procedures have been described in the
proposed policy for establishing new NSAs. Reductions in impacts to the environment, such as those that would
result from additional noise mitigation, would not be required to undergo the NEPA process before implementation, as
long as the process has been evaluated and selected in the Record of Decision.
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Comment:
The fact that some birds may adapt to compressor noise refutes the contention that wildlife is disturbed by oil and gas
operations.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
While it may be true that some birds adapt to noise and traffic, it has been established that some wildlife important to
the FFO area are sensitive to oil and gas operations, as pointed out in the Draft RMP/EIS and the Biological
Technical Report. The NSAs have been delineated primarily to address the effect of noise on people, raptors, species
of concern, not for all wildlife.

Comment:
I am concerned about all the noise.

Bill Day
Alicia Malone
Laura Pilewski
Dave Rich
Susan Wible

Response:
In order to address concerns voiced by the public during the scoping period and at other times, the BLM has
responded by developing the proposed policy that would require noise mitigation on existing and new noise sources
generated by oil and gas production and transportation.

Comment:
Operation of compressors in numbers and densities proposed are alarming for noise as well as exhaust gas pollution.

David Weingarten, NM Wildlife Federation

Response:
The Noise Policy and the BLM assisting the NMAQB in monitoring and mitigation of air quality would be carried out
under the Preferred Alternative.

Comment:
Application of a noise standard should be the last choice, and considered only after all means to work with the
affected homeowners to address their concerns have been exhausted. In some areas, background noise already
exceeds the standard.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
In order to address concerns voiced by the public during the scoping period and at other times, the BLM has
responded by developing the proposed policy that would require noise mitigation on existing and new compressors.
There is some leeway in the policy for exceptions to the policy, but, due to the established noise issues and negative
effects of constant noise on people, the BLM believes that it is important to establish these standards. It is important
from an enforcement standpoint to have clearly designated locations and uniform noise standards.

Comment:
An existing oil and gas operation should not be required to meet a noise standard when new occupied dwellings are
constructed nearby. Recommend that compressors constructed before a nearby dwelling not be required to mitigate
noise levels to meet the standard.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Due to the established health risks of constant noise in and near a home that exceeds the proposed standard, BLM
has a responsibility to protect the human environment. The proposed Noise Policy would be implemented for noise
sources involving federal or Indian leases located near occupied dwellings or buildings, regardless when the building
or noise source was constructed.
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Comment:
From many, if not all, of the archaeological sites including rock art, pueblitos, historic sites and Anasazi sites, there is
a constant sound of oil and gas production activities. Compressors, pump jacks or construction/drilling activities are a
constant sound. I recommend that you make more effort to establish a more stringent noise policy and require state
of art technology be used to reduce noise at the source.

Glenna Barnes

Response:
The proposed noise policy includes receptors or boundaries for many archaeological sites to address the need for
solitude at sites that are used by the public. Some of these would have more stringent noise policy requirements, as
noted in Appendix E and Table 2-5 in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.
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Category: OHV Use

Comment:
A detailed study of the FFO is needed that identifies the specific areas and acreages that are in need of protection
before any changes in the current designations are proposed. Reduction of the acreage managed under an open
designation and any changes in current designation should be based on facts and not on assumptions.

Derek Cooper
D. Keith Jones, Sun Country Cycles
Ed Stevens

Response:
The proposed alternative divides the FFO into 13 OHV management units. Each unit has been given a "limited"
designation. Inventory and analysis will be done in the OHV activity plans, to be completed after the RMP is finalized.
Public participation during this process will be critical to the completion of each of the OHV activity plans. Appendix I:
OHV Management explains the process that will be used in implementing area designations for the OHV
management units. It further defines the criteria that will be used to define trails, routes, and areas in each of the
management units. The long-term goal is that OHV use would occur on designated routes and in intensive use areas
to provide a variety of motorized and nonmotorized recreation opportunities. In the interim period before designation
of travel routes and areas can be accomplished, it is desirable to take the first step and limit unrestricted cross-
country travel. Over the past twenty years extensive research has been done on the effects of OHV use. We have
added a bibliography in Appendix I: OHV Management, detailing some of the past and current scientific studies on
OHV effects and conflicts.

Comment:
OHV use should be strictly limited due to excessive damage to natural and cultural resources, and user conflicts.

Glenn Beiter
Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The BLM recognizes that OHV use is a valid recreational activity when properly managed. Managing this use along
with other recreation uses and the need to protect natural and cultural resources has become increasingly more
difficult with increased public demands. We recognize the need to minimize user conflicts and protect resources. We
are proposing moving from an open to limited OHV designation to address these issues. The proposed alternative
divides the FFO into 13 OHV management units. Each unit has been given a “limited” designation. Inventory and
analysis will be done in the OHV activity plans, to be completed after the RMP is finalized. Public participation during
this process will be critical to the completion of each of the OHV activity plans. Appendix I: OHV Management
explains the process that will be used in implementing area designations for the OHV management units. It further
defines the criteria that will be used to define trails, routes, and areas in each of the management units.

Comment:
The BLM has not addressed the methods that will be used to mitigate the documented OHV impacts in the RMP.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
We recognize the need to minimize user conflicts and protect resources. We are proposing moving from an open to
limited OHV designation to address these issues. The proposed alternative divides the FFO into 13 OHV
management units. Each unit has been given a “limited” designation. Inventory and analysis will be done in the OHV
activity plans, to be completed after the RMP is finalized. Public participation during this process will be critical to the
completion of each of the OHV activity plans. Appendix I: OHV Management explains the process that will be used in
implementing area designations for the OHV management units. It further defines the criteria that will be used to
define trails, routes, and areas in each of the management units.
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Comment:
The RMP/EIS needs an inventory of the existing OHV trails.

Dale Hoover, San Juan Trail Riders
Ken and Corki Willyard

Response:
We have included in the Preferred Alternative 95 miles of trail identified by the local user groups in the initial scoping.
We realize that there are numerous existing trails and routes that have not been identified. These trails and routes will
be inventoried and analyzed for suitability during the preparation of the OHV activity plans. Existing trails as defined
on Page 2-24 are conditionally considered to be a designated route until they are inventoried and analyzed in the
OHV activity plans. The proposed alternative divides the FFO into 13 OHV management units. Each unit has been
given a “limited” designation. Inventory and analysis will be done in the OHV activity plans, to be completed after the
RMP is finalized. Public participation during this process will be critical to the completion of each of the OHV activity
plans . . . Appendix I: OHV Management explains the process that will be used in implementing area designations for
the OHV management units. It further defines the criteria that will be used to define trails, routes, and areas in each of
the management units.

Comment:
There should not be a “closed unless posted open” designation for the FFO.

Dale Hoover, San Juan Trail Riders

Response:
The BLM is not proposing a “closed unless posted open” designation. We are proposing a “limited” designation for
the dispersed area of the FFO. Final delineation of trails, routes and areas will be done when the activity plans are
completed for each of the OHV management units. See Page 2-219-2-223 for further clarification. Also Appendix I.

Comment:
More information is needed to show what and how cross-country travel impacts the environment before BLM makes
major changes to OHV designations. Limiting the open OHV designation throughout the FFO is unnecessary. Effort
should be spent on education and research before taking this action. BLM should use an environmental education
program to gain compliance before limiting OHV use.

Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
Comment noted. The public will have opportunities for further input to designations as the OHV Management Unit
Plans are developed. BLM will evaluate both OHV needs and environmental protection in consideration.
Environmental education is just one of the tools the BLM will use to gain compliance or mitigate impacts. It should be
noted that environmental education will only work in the long-term and is not a quick fix to the problem of resource
damage and user conflict.

Comment:
BLM does not have the authority to make such an extensive change in OHV designation from “open” to “limited”.

Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
BLM is required by regulation to apply OHV designations to all public lands during the planning process.

Comment:
The RMP assumes that there is conflict between the various users of public lands in the FFO. There is no specific
information to support these assumptions. This is not a reason to limit OHV access.

Ed Stevens

Response:
BLM has noted an increase in user conflicts over the last ten years as the population has increased and there are
more people out recreating on public lands. BLM has the responsibility to manage the public lands for the protection
of the resources, the promotion of safety and the minimization of conflicts among various uses. Appendix I contains a
list of studies on OHV effects and on user conflicts in a recreational setting.
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Comment:
Will the ‘limited’ designation prohibit the identification and use of new trails in the future?

Jen McFarland

Response:
Moving to a limited designation will not prohibit the designation of new trails in the future. The long-term goal is that
OHV use would occur on designated routes and in intensive use areas to provide a variety of motorized and
nonmotorized recreation opportunities. This will be accomplished within the site-specific activity plans for the 13 OHV
management units. Any future trails would be required to have the proper environmental and cultural clearances.

Comment:
Reducing the acreage of “open” designation from 1.2 million acres to 4600 acres.

Derek Cooper
Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
The 4600 acres of “open” designation only includes the acreage designated as “open” within SDAs. The long-term
goal is that OHV use would occur on designated routes and in intensive use areas to provide a variety of motorized
and nonmotorized recreation opportunities. This will be accomplished within the site-specific activity plans for the 13
OHV management units. A “limited” designation does not preclude identifying areas suitable for OHV “open”
designation.

Comment:
Additional information is needed that demonstrates open OHV uses conflict with other users and resource protection.
A major change in designation requires further study of the issues, problems and effectiveness of mitigation
measures before being decided. Changing the “open” designation on 1.2 million acres (99.4 percent of the FFO) is
too much. Covered above.

Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee
Ken and Corki Willyard

Response:
Comment noted. The public will have opportunities for further input to designations as the OHV Management Unit
Plans are developed. BLM will evaluate both OHV needs and environmental protection in consideration of conditions
in each Management Unit.

Comment:
The document is in error in stating that unlimited cross-country travel results in an increase in vandalism.

Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
See Text change on 4-33.

Comment:
The document does not appear to address OHV impacts for resources other than upland vegetation.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The criteria presented are preliminary and not definitive. Different criteria may be used based on resource and user
needs, and public input. Criteria may be different for each OHV Management Unit during development of specific
area plans. Impacts from OHV use are listed by Alternative (A, B, C, D) for the following resources: soils, water
resources, air quality, upland vegetation, riparian areas and wetlands, special status species, fisheries and wildlife,
wilderness, rangeland, lands and access, visual resources, cultural resources, paleontology, and noise. See Index for
reference to appropriate page.
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Comment:
There is growing demand for roads, trails, ways, and other transportation routes for recreation. These are often user
maintained and should not be viewed as a burden to maintain.

Terry Rust, Southwest Four Wheel Drive Association

Response:
BLM supports the use of maintained and designated roads, trails, ways and other routes for recreation. Expansion of
the trail system is proposed. BLM will continue to work with local groups who provide valued partnerships in
maintaining and policing many areas.

Comment:
Clarify the definition of the “limited” category for OHV use. What does “priority of needs and the amount of public use”
mean in determining which OHV management areas will be the highest priority for plan completion? How will OHV
use be managed during the 15 years it will take to complete all of the plans?

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
A definition of the “limited” category for OHV use can be found on Page 2-23. Existing trails as defined on Page 2-24
under the category of motorized travel is not considered cross-country, are conditionally considered to be a
designated route until they are inventoried and analyzed in the OHV activity plans. See Appendix I for the factors that
will influence the priority in which the plans will be completed for the various OHV management units. The guidance
for how OHV use will be managed during the interim while the OHV management plans are prepared can be found
on Page 2-24.

Comment:
OHV access to camping locations should be limited to 50 feet off of roads. A 300-foot limit essentially allows unlimited
OHV use in this zone and is not accounted for in the Table 2-2.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
It is correct that the 300-foot zone was not included in Table 2-2. The 300-foot exception is only for the shortest and
most direct route to a camping location and does not apply to general cross-country travel. Due to the heavy
industrial use and extensive road network camping has not been a major factor in cross-country travel, except around
Navajo Lake which is managed by BOR. Should this become a major issue in the future, we would reexamine this
exception.

Comment:
The document appears to indicate that no oil and gas roads would be closed until the transportation plans are
completed. BLM has insufficient resources (manpower, budget, and equipment) to enforce the "limited" restrictions,
even if the OHV Management Plans are ever written.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
A resource roads is a low volume single lane road, which may be reclaimed after a particular use terminates. They
are located on the basis of the specific resource activity need rather than travel efficiency. Most oil and gas roads fall
into this category and current regulations require that they be closed and reclaimed once activity ceases. BLM
collector roads are usually double-laned and graded, serve large land areas, and are the major access routes into
development areas with high average daily traffic rates. They usually connect with public highways or other arterials
to form a network of primary travel routes and are operated for long-term land and resource management purposes.
These routes would be identified in the Transportation Plan for long-term use. BLM is required by law to do land use
planning and does not make land use decisions based on what the budget and staffing is or might be in the future.

Comment:
The BLM should reopen those areas that were previously closed to OHV use.

Terry Rust, Southwest Four Wheel Drive Association

Response:
All previous closures and/or limitations were established in order to protect resources and values from damage.
These closures and/or limitations were done through environmental analysis as required by NEPA.
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Comment:
The RMP needs to reduce or eliminate OHV use from riparian areas altogether if the BLM is to attain the goal of
reducing impaired water quality.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
OHV use in BLM identified riparian areas will be restricted. See OHV management prescriptions for the Ephemeral
Wash and River Tract SDAs. See also the explanation of cross-country travel in dry washes on Pg. 2-24.

Comment:
Mountain bike use should be encouraged because it causes less impact.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
OHV activity plans will consider all types of off-road recreational use including mountain bike usage.

Comment:
Will it be possible to add additional trails in the future without doing another EIS.

Jen McFarland

Response:
Generally new trails can be approved without an EIS. However, an environmental assessment would be required
before any new trail could be approved. The proposed alternative divides the FFO into 13 OHV management units.
Each unit has been given a “limited” designation. Inventory and analysis will be done in the OHV activity plans, to be
completed after the RMP is finalized. Public participation during this process will be critical to the completion of each
of the OHV activity plans. Appendix I: OHV Management explains the process that will be used in implementing area
designations for the OHV management units. It further defines the criteria that will be used to define trails, routes, and
areas in each of the management units.

Comment:
OHV use should be prohibited in dry washes due to resource impacts.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
Travel in dry washes would be prohibited in areas where resource concerns such as riparian areas, wetlands,
springs, vegetation, and wildlife, would result in negative impacts.

Comment:
The EIS should clarify that mountain bikes are not considered “mechanized” vehicles.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Mountain bikes are not considered to be an OHV or a motorized vehicle. However, they are considered to be a
mechanized method of transportation.

Comment:
Assumptions were made to eliminate the open designation for OHVs even though there are no facts to back up their
effects on wildlife.

Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
Impact assessment under biological resources in Chapter 4 clearly discusses the effects of traffic on roads on certain
types of wildlife. This would apply to OHVs as well as other vehicles. Other impacts caused by OHVs are described
under Soils in Chapter 3, under watersheds, water resources, and cultural resources, among others.
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Comment:
There is little or no factual information to back up the claims of damage by OHVs. It is very rare that damages to the
land occur.

Derek Cooper
Ed Stevens
Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
Under Soils in Chapter 3, there is a discussion of the importance of soil biological crusts and an explanation of how
they are damaged by vehicular and other traffic. An excellent reference is Technical Reference 1730-2 Biological Soil
Crusts: Ecology and Management from the BLM and USGS (2001). Another is called Taken for a Ride; How Off-
Road Vehicles Damage the Nation’s Wildest Lands, A report from the National Off-Road Vehicle Coalition, which
states ”In 1979, the White House Council on Environmental Quality concluded that off-road vehicles have damaged
every kind of ecosystem found in the United States.” These references have been added to the citations in the text.
Information documenting the local impacts of OHVs was obtained from BLM staff.

Comment:
Before any change is made to the OHV use designations in the FFO, I am requesting that a complete study of FFO
lands be made with specific areas identified for public review that should be protected. Until then, there should be
absolutely no change in the current OHV management policy in the FFO.

Derek Cooper
Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
BLM has a responsibility to protect natural and cultural resources. The long-term goal is that OHV use would occur on
designated routes and in intensive use areas to provide a variety of motorized and nonmotorized recreation
opportunities. In the interim period, before designation of travel routes and areas can be accomplished, it is desirable
to take the first step and limit unrestricted cross-country travel.

Comment:
One of the principles under which the Resource Advisory Council (RAC) recommendations were developed is that,
until a suitable inventory of roads and trails can be developed, routes are limited to EXISTING roads and trails.
(There is provision for closing routes when environmental damage requires it.) The designation of seven trails, with
others promised during the next 15 years, is not consistent with effective multiple-use of public lands in the
Farmington Field Office. The required inventory can be done with the help from the users of the public lands. The
New Mexico Wilderness Alliance believes it has a suitable inventory. The four-wheel drive clubs using these lands
would be happy to devote effort to such an inventory. Surely, between these two groups, there is a means for
completing an inventory in less than the 15 years envisioned.

Philip Kennicott

Response:
The proposed trails have been included because they have been identified by members of the public and evaluated
by BLM staff. Existing trails, as defined on Page 2-24, are conditionally considered to be designated routes until they
are inventoried and analyzed for suitability during the preparation of the OHV activity plans. The Draft RMP/EIS
states that the development of all the OHV activity plans, not the inventory, would be accomplished over the next
15 years. The activity plans must be completed by BLM staff, but appropriate information may be useful from outside
sources.

Comment:
Commenter favors limiting OHV use because of the environmental damage and user conflicts that result from these
activities.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
Comment noted. The public will have opportunities for further input to designations as the OHV Management Unit
Plans are developed.
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Comment:
More public education is needed for the small number of OHV users who are causing damage by their activities.

Brad Ullrich, Off Road Committee

Response:
Comment noted. The public will have opportunities for further input to designations as the OHV Management Unit
Plans are developed.

Comment:
Motorized cross-country and trail competitions generate revenues for the local area.

Jen McFarland

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
Enforcing OHV restrictions will be difficult.

Charlene Anderson

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
Commenter favors limiting OHV use because of the environmental damage and user conflicts that result from these
activities.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
Comment noted. The acreage for OHV designations in the RMP is derived from a set of preliminary screening criteria
(such as soil type, slope) to identify areas that may be suitable or unsuitable for cross-country travel. The Field Office
proposes an Activity Plan level process to identify areas that would be open or closed to cross-country travel and
could adopt a “Closed Unless Posted Open” policy in different Management Units. Additional public input would be
part of the process for defining policies and restrictions in the 13 OHV management units.

Comment:
Commenter favors limiting OHV use because of the environmental damage and user conflicts that result from these
activities.

Heidi Rhoderick

Response:
Comment noted. The public will have opportunities for further input to designations as the OHV Management Unit
Plans are developed.

Comment:
Commenter favors limiting OHV use because of the environmental damage and user conflicts that result from these
activities.

David Hamlow

Response:
Comment noted. The public will have opportunities for further input to designations as the OHV Management Unit
Plans are developed.
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Category: Oil and Gas Development

Comment:
Each affected operator needs to know if NSO stipulations would affect their particular leases.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
John Roe, Dugan Production Corporation

Response:
Information about specific leases and operators is available from the BLM. The EIS evaluates impacts more generally
rather than at the lease-specific level. Table 2-5 lists the leasing constraints for specially designated areas in the
FFO. Large fold out maps in the back of the document show general boundaries and locations of each SDA for each
alternative.

Comment:
Proposed closure of 81,000 acres to new oil and gas leasing could represent a loss of royalties and access to needed
oil and gas resources. These areas are not shown in the EIS document. Proposed new restrictions on oil and gas
leasing would impact economic viability of operations. The EIS does not adequately describe what these impacts
would have on jobs, revenues and local economy.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Location of unleased acreage is available in the FFO. The proposed restrictions would have some cost and timing
implications on new well development. Restrictions are needed to balance BLM’s responsibility for managing both the
productive value of resources required by our nation, and the environmental health of both the local area and
nationally important or protected resources.

Comment:
If the shallower horizons, Fruitland or Pictured Cliffs, are not accessible from vertical drilling, the percentage of
unrecovered reserves will increase from that estimate. Also, the RMP states that 145 directional wells "would" be
drilled. As a result, this language should be changed to "could be drilled, subject to economic and technical
considerations," since a decision whether to drill is always made on this basis.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The estimate of the number of wells that may not be accessible through directional drilling was based on information
provided partially by the FFO that referred to accessing the Dakota and Mesaverde formations. There were no
projections made to the accessibility of the Fruitland, Pictured Cliffs, or other formations that are shallower than the
Mesaverde and Dakota.

Comment:
A decision to exclude these lands from future leasing is not consistent with national energy policy and our country's
need for a dependable supply of energy resource.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
BLM has the right and responsibility to maintain multiple use of public lands and to designate areas of importance for
exclusion to leasing. These few areas out of the majority of leased public lands would not have a significant impact on
the nation’s energy resource.
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Comment:
The total number of wells and surface damages are only those of Federal lands when the impact is also to State,
Indian, and Private lands.

Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett

Response:
Cumulative impacts are discussed at the end of Chapter 4. Cumulative impacts include those impacts to nearby
Indian and privately owned surface and to those lands that may be directly or indirectly affected by the
implementation of any of the alternatives.

Comment:
Under Environmental Consequences in Chapter 4, the RMP dismissed the importance of air quality impacts and
concentrates on surface disturbance. This may be due to the BLM’s area of expertise. Air quality is of greater regional
importance.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
Air quality impacts are evaluated for each of the four alternatives. Air quality cumulative impacts are also included in
the discussion. The BLM recognizes the importance of impacts to air quality resulting from oil and gas activities in the
San Juan basin.

Comment:
Please don't allow the remaining landscape to be destroyed!!!

Sherilyn Bakeman

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM employs agency guidelines for the evaluation of visual resources. The evaluation is
included in this EIS.

Comment:
There is only about a 2 percent difference between Alternatives B, C, and D. Present a true conservation alternative
that would include: increased use of modern drilling techniques to reduce land disturbance; reduced drilling;
conservation; and renewable energy.

Ed Stevens

Response:
The comment is noted. The use of alternative drilling techniques is included in Alternatives C and D. The inclusion of
renewable energy is outside the scope of this EIS.

Comment:
The alternatives describing well development are extensive. We must also plan for the future. I would like to see
fewer wells producing for a longer period of time.

Pam Gaylord
Eric Husted

Response:
The alternatives in the EIS are based on the RFDS, which considers all of the remaining mineral resources.
Therefore, the RMP is written to evaluate the development of all the wells necessary to deplete the remaining
minerals. The alternatives evaluate a great number of wells and do appear to be extensive. In all likelihood, not all of
the predicted wells will be drilled within the 20-year timeframe of the RMP.

Comment:
Drilling permits should only be issued in winter to ease water use demand (i.e., no summer water hauling!!).

Denise Nicholas
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Response:
Drilling permits are issued throughout the year and are valid for one year, although it is possible for the approval to be
extended for an additional year. The timing of the issuance of an approved APD does not dictate the timing of the
drilling of a well. In addition, some areas are closed to drilling in the winter to ease the impacts on big game migration
and calving. Where conditions warrant, the use of produced water for drilling operations can lessen the use of other
fresh water resources.

Comment:
Many commenters have respiratory problems/illnesses that they associate with pollutants released into the
atmosphere resulting from oil and gas activity. Other comments reference cancer and decline of health in general.
There is concern for the health of children and seniors.

Leisa Glass
Eunice Keimig
Warren and Shirley McNall
Darsi Olson

Susan Rarick
Mary Beth Truby, Truby Ranch
Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department

Response:
The maximum concentration of air pollutants resulting from maximum predicted oil and gas activity, as stated in the
EIS, would not exceed national or state ambient air quality standards. Formaldehyde emissions from compressors
are predicted to have no impact to the public unless a person actually lived within the boundary of a well location.
Educating the public with respect to living with pollutant concentrations that do not violate standards is beyond the
scope of this EIS. Sponsoring and conducting as to the effect of oil and gas-associated emissions on public health is
not within the responsibilities of the BLM.

Comment:
I have been extremely dismayed by the new gas pipeline, and the destruction of the land with all the roads and heavy
equipment.

Linda Canyon

Response:
The comment is noted. The EIS contains the STCs and COAs associated with well drilling and the installation of
auxiliary equipment in Appendix G. Appendix D contains the bylaws of the San Juan Basin Public Roads
Maintenance Committee. The BLM is currently undertaking a review of its road network.

Comment:
Because it is such a fragile environment we live in, we should be willing to invest in more sound extraction and
utilization technologies that protect wildlife, habitat, and biome, not to mention air quality.

Harold Conradi

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM is obligated to consider the protection of all the resources within the field office area.

Comment:
The RMP does not adequately consider the adverse social and economic effects caused by drilling for federal
minerals below privately owned surface. There are no protections for surface and subsurface water and no
specifications for well design. There are no protections for private and federal surfaces.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association
Bill Humphries

Response:
Compensation for the use of private surface in order to access underlying federal minerals is a matter left to
negotiations between the surface owner and the operator. The BLM applies standard conditions of approval to the
APD for a specific proposed well in order to ensure basic protections for the environment and human health. These
COAs may be modified by agreements made privately between the landowner and the operator. Additional
stipulations such as these can be submitted to the BLM for incorporation into the approval procedure. The APD for
each well includes a drilling plan and a surface use plan that details well design and surface use. Precautions for the
protection of surface water and subsurface water are included in the plans that must be approved by the BLM before
operations can proceed.
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Comment:
The draft does not discuss any serious efforts to increase the control of subsurface leaks and/or casing failures and
other potential ground water pollution problems. All new wells should be required to install surface casing from the
surface through the deepest fresh water aquifer in the wellbore.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Onshore Order No. 2 requires that all useable water zones be protected and/or isolated by casing or cementing.
APDs include a drilling plan. All drilling plans include specifications for the installation of surface casing and cement to
protect near-surface useable aquifers. Subsurface leaks resulting from casing failures results in lost production. Not
only are operators required to maintain the integrity of their subsurface pipe to protect fresh groundwater, a breach
represents lost revenue. All wells are inspected for mechanical integrity on a 3-year cycle by NMOCD. Leaks are
repaired as soon as they are discovered.

Comment:
The number of wells that are near abandonment and the number of wells that should be abandoned are not defined
in the draft but should be and should have a great deal of definition as to what BLM will do to be sure they are
properly plugged and abandoned.

Bill Humphries

Response:
As included in the General Requirements for Oil and Gas Operations on Federal and Indian Leases, the FFO must
approve plugging procedures for a specified well before abandonment operations commence. Policy requires that
BLM personnel witness all pluggings in order to assure that proper procedures are followed. In this way, the BLM
assures that proper procedures are followed. An outline for a compliance strategy has been added to the
PRMP/FEIS. Reclamation of plugged and abandoned wells is included as a priority action item. The number of wells
that have been abandoned but not yet released from bonding requirements is not available. The assumptions listed
on Pg. 4-2 of the DRMP/EIS estimate that final abandonment would occur at an initial rate of 133 well pads and
associated ROWs per year. The rate would increase at 5 percent per year over 20 years.

Comment:
There should be no more drilling on BLM lands in the basin, or there should be no net gain in surface disturbance.

Bryan Doherty
Bill Humphries
Roger Polisar, NMED Air Quality Bureau

Sally Shuffield
B. Brooks Taylor

Response:
A mandate of "no new drilling" would prevent accessibility to all of the remaining leased minerals. If new wells were
drilled only as old ones are reclaimed, this one-for-one exchange also would not be feasibly allow production of all
leased minerals. The average well life in the basin is 20 years or greater. A one-for-one exchange would not allow the
development of a sufficient number of new wells to meet the energy demands of our nation. In order to achieve "no
net gain of surface disturbance," the BLM would be limiting or preventing the accessibility of leased mineral
resources. These actions could be considered failure to comply with the contract requirements of the lease.

Comment:
This Alternative should include detailed information, plans and requirements to clean up, reclaim, revegetate, and
repair existing damages. When any new APD is evaluated and before it is approved these requirements would be a
condition of approval. This Alternative should define specific trial projects to be completed and evaluated by BLM,
both Albuquerque and FFO.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Approved APDs contain COAs that include provisions for well abandonment and pad reclamation. Appendix G in the
EIS provides examples of the framework under which drilling and operations take place.
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Comment:
A new alternative E should be developed which includes complete determination of the existing damages and what
they mean to potential litigation or declarations of impaired status or non functioning condition of uplands and
ephemeral washes/riparian areas.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Not all surface disturbance associated with oil and gas activity can be considered as "damages." The BLM standard
COAs include provisions for well drilling, operation, abandonment, and reclamation and are contained in Appendix G.
Site specific conditions may also be added. The conditions are intended as environmental safeguards.

Comment:
This new Alternative should also require that any changes of Unit Spacing would require full Environmental
Assessments as to the surface impacts before proceeding to the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division hearings.
Most often BLM would not need to approve a request for down spacing under this Alternative because the additional
wells would be directionally drilled from existing pads.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Changes to spacing regulations are based on extraction of the mineral resource to the greatest extent possible. The
BLM is obligated to promote the extraction of its mineral resources where it will not irretrievably harm the
environment. The BLM is the surface management authority for its lands. Impacts to federally managed surface are
not the responsibility of the New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission.

Comment:
My second objection to the permitted drilling of 12,500 more wells is the poor track record of the oil and gas industry.
The policy of the Oil and Gas companies seems to be one of "Let's see how much we can get away with." That is
apparent all over this area. My family and I have suffered from the lack of concern and the "devil may care" attitude of
the oil and gas companies that directly impact our home. For many years, the dump on the Storey B-2 well east of
our home would periodically malfunction and the heavy aroma of raw gas would infiltrate our home. I called the
various companies who owned the well and the sheriff's department and wrote letters. Nothing was done to alleviate
the problem until I called the NM Oil Conservation Office here in Aztec. Low and behold, the problem was taken care
of immediately.

Warren and Shirley McNall

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
New roads over 300 feet in length should be gated, fenced and locked.

Glenn Beiter

Response:
The comment is noted. Guidelines for road construction are contained in the COAs listed in Appendix G.

Comment:
Existing well roads should be examined for duplication and necessity. Duplicate roads should be physically closed,
plowed and seeded. There needs to be a systematic determination of what roads are necessary in the basin. The
ones that are not necessary need to be reclaimed. 80 or 90 percent of the well pads can be reclaimed. Vegetation
can be kept down using manual means. There are excessive surface damages and inadequate reclamation.

Glenn Beiter Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association
Bill Humphries

Response:
As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the FFO is conducting an inventory of the existing road system to identify major
collector roads that will serve as the backbone of its road network. After that analysis is complete, all levels of roads
within the system will be classified based on traffic levels, types of use, and condition, etc. Finally, restrictions, needs,
and actions will be defined. The USFS is also completing a Roads Analysis Policy for the lands within its boundaries.
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Comment:
Coalbed methane is not discussed in the EIS. Cumulative impacts of CBM are not discussed with respect to similar
development in Wyoming, Montana, and Colorado. Methane seeps are not discussed in the EIS. Methane and
hydrogen sulfide seeps though the soils to the surface and into water accessed by water wells. Oil and gas
companies are buying private property in order to keep people quiet.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute
Bill Day
Elizabeth Koos
Michael McCarthy, McCarthy Law Office
Jane McGarry
Darsi Olson

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Kathy Price
Janet Rees
Jeff Regan
Ken Stanley

Response:
Methane may also be released to the atmosphere in a variety of ways. Gas is more readily released when the
originating formations are near the surface. Assessing the safety of any person exposed to these gases must be
performed on a site-specific basis. Gas concentrations must be measured and the exposure pathways determined in
order to evaluate risks to human health. Individual evaluations are beyond the scope of this EIS. The quantity and
quality of water produced in association with CBM varies by region. Therefore, it is not necessarily appropriate to
make direct comparisons. An overview of CBM operations in the San Juan basin of northwestern New Mexico and
the Powder River basin of central Wyoming has been added to the EIS in Appendix L. It includes a brief description of
how CBM is formed and provides the basis examining why production operations may vary from play to play. The
production of CBM gas varies according to the physical nature of the gas reservoir and its hydrogeologic setting.
CBM wells producing from the Fruitland formation in the San Juan basin produce, in general, less water than the
average amount of water produced in association with CBM in the Powder River basin. Because the water in the
Powder River basin is potable (less than 500 mg/L TDS), a large portion of CBM-produced water could be stored or
released on the surface. The high-TDS water produced in the San Juan basin will continue to be injected into deep
subsurface formations until an alternative disposal technology is substantiated. There is no evidence that deep
injection of produced water in the FFO has caused any impact to potable water aquifers.

Comment:
To protect valuable wildlife habitats and other resources it is important that additional surface restrictions for energy
developments be considered in the planning process. Future energy developments should be more orderly and
planned than have developments to date. Stages with smaller development packages should be prescribed. The
concepts of adaptive management should be seriously considered as the various stages of development are planned
for. Nowhere in the plan do I see these ideas advanced.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
Development packages are designed by the operating companies in response to demand for the resource and the
economic climate. The BLM responds to development scenarios with guidance documents such as this RMP.

Comment:
The decision to lease additional minerals should consider upfront impacts to the environment. Once leases are let,
many of the management strategies for the tract of land are lost.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation
Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
BLM operates in accordance with FLPMA, which mandates that the BLM consider multiple uses for the lands it
administers. This concept includes consideration of the land’s inherent natural resources including its mineral
resources. The purpose of the RMP is to manage all the field office resources in an environmentally responsible
manner.

Comment:
The negative impacts of coal bed methane development on water quality and quantity and its relationship to hard coal
mining must be factored into this analysis even though CBM analyses may come under oil and gas leasing and
development primarily.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute
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Response:
The BLM considers all resource values when determining whether to make land available for oil and gas leasing.
Impacts to water quality would be a resource that is evaluated in relation to the mineral resource. The BLM guidance
document “Policy on Conflicts between Coal Bed Methane (CBM) and Coal Development,” Instruction Memorandum
No. 2000-081 (Culp 2000), provides procedures for CBM and coal development.

Comment:
Why not use alternative energy, such as solar, to operate compressors?

Deb Banton, San Juan Basin Health Department Chris and Patty Isensee
Nora Flucke Paul and Carolyn Staby
Richard Grossman Bill Williams

Response:
The comment is noted. The analysis of the use of alternative energy is out of the scope of this EIS. Alternative energy
sources are not included in the alternatives.

Comment:
Under applicable New Mexico law and regulations that the NMOCD administers, spacing is regulated in order to
prevent waste and to provide for the conservation of natural resources. Under New Mexico law, the prevention of
waste, importantly, is not limited to waste of oil and gas resources, but encompass consideration of the waste of all
mineral resources. The question of increasing well densities within the San Juan Underground Mine presents
significant issues concerning the potential waste of coal that may be by-passed as a consequence of additional
drilling within the mine area. Moreover, under the terms of applicable oil and gas leases, the BLM has not granted
those lessees or the NMOCD the authority to determine the rate of well drilling and development. Rather, the
Secretary retains the authority to determine the rate of development and production, and those determinations are to
be made in the public interest. As it relates to the San Juan Underground Mine, in the RMP revision, the BLM should
preserve the Secretary's authority to constrain development of oil and gas wells in order to promote the vastly more
beneficial coal development at the San Juan Underground Mine.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
The comment is noted. Guidance for resolving conflicts between lessees is provided by the BLM memorandum
“Policy on Conflicts between Coal Bed Methane (CBM) and Coal Development” issued on 02/22/2000 by the
Assistant Director of Minerals, Realty, and Resource Protection of the BLM in Washington, D.C. This memorandum
(IM 2000-081) emphasizes protection of the rights of each lessee, optimizing the recovery of both resources and the
return to public while at the same time protects public health, safety and the environment.

Comment:
There is absolutely no support for the notion that there is legitimate gas development potential for 52 Bcf per section
in the vicinity of the San Juan Underground Mine. BLM's own February 2000 Maximum Economic Recovery Report,
San Juan Mine Lease By Application-NM99144 ("BLM Report") indicates that the oil and gas leases now claimed by
Dugan and Richardson on the lands encompassed by SJCC's two federal coal leases (involving 12 sections) have
produced approximately 2,614,200 mcf of gas total as of July 1, 2001. The BLM Report also indicates recoverable
gas reserves of 36,843,839 mcf on SJCC's Deep Lease and Deep Lease Extension (BLM Report, Appendix 4,
Exhibit 7). Roughly, as to all 12 sections of federal lands within the San Juan Underground Mine, BLM's own studies
indicate total potentially recoverable reserves of 39,460,000 mcf of gas or 39.46 Bcf. This translates to under 3.3 Bcf
per section. This comparison alone should demonstrate that lands within the San Juan Underground Mine should not
be considered a "high development area" for gas development and production. In addition, SJCC submits that there
are flaws in the assumptions used by the BLM in the referenced study, and that even the BLM Report overestimates
potential recoverable gas reserves from those lands. Accordingly, SJCC submits that the western boundary of the
high development area be redrawn along the line between Ranges 13 and 14 West, rather than in its current location
between Ranges 14 and 15 West.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
The DRMP/EIS does not include or reference the contents of the February 2000 BLM report described in the
comment. Therefore, this comment is noted.
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Comment:
On Page 3-9 of the Draft RMP, BLM states, "the FFO operates under a BLM mandate to produce coal gas prior to
mining for coal." SJCC submits that there is no such BLM mandate, and that any such mandate would be
inconsistent with applicable federal law, regulation, and lease terms. SJCC submits that the quoted language be
removed from the Final RMP. As the BLM Farmington Field Office should be aware, the BLM is undertaking a review
of these matters, but has a no "mandate" as described. Similarly, SJCC submits that the following statement is also
incorrect: "FFO policy prioritizes extraction of CBM over mining of coal." (see Draft RMP, p. 3-12). SJCC has not
been apprised of any such policy, and submits that any such policy, if it exists, is inconsistent with applicable law and
regulation. Such a policy, applied to SJCC's San Juan Underground Mine area, would be detrimental to the public
interest.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
Guidance for resolving conflicts between lessees is provided by the memorandum “Policy on Conflicts between Coal
Bed Methane (CBM) and Coal Development” issued on 02/22/2000 by the Assistant Director of Minerals, Realty, and
Resource Protection of the BLM in Washington, D.C. (IM 2000-081) The memorandum states, in part, “To optimize
resource development, BLM may: Direct rates of CBM exploration and development to maximize CBM gas
production prior to coal development” … and “Direct the coal lessee to analyze all possible mining plans to allow
optimum recovery of CBM and deeper hydrocarbons…(Culp 2000).”

Comment:
Any CBM development and production activities should be pursued in close coordination with SJCC in order to
manage the safety and other risks associated with CBM production, given the geologic and engineering conditions
encountered in the Fruitland coal seam at the San Juan Underground Mine. Spontaneous combustion and risks of
roof falls or cave-ins pose real risks to underground miners that may be exacerbated by CBM development and
production activities in advance of mining. Those risks may be minimized if the CBM activities are closely monitored
and coordinated.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
The BLM encourages the development of agreements between CBM and coal lessees that resolves potential
conflicts and may include the topics of safety and other risks presented by both operations.

Comment:
Resolutions of conflicts between CBM and coal lessees should be founded upon reasonable determinations of the
relative value of the oil and gas resource and the coal reserve. The US and New Mexico could lose significant
royalties from coal that would have to be bypassed due to oil and gas development. On the other hand, there should
be clear stipulations in the coal lease that establishes the value of CBM and provides for compensation for gas that is
lost from coal mining. Procedures need to be established for new leases.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
The BLM exercises authorities provided in the leases and regulations to optimize the recovery of both resources.
BLM leases provide that the BLM may lease the same tract for the development of more than one mineral resource
provided that it does not reasonably interfere with the operations of the senior lessee and subject to DOI regulations.
Coal mining eliminates the methane resource, but waiting for CBM development may delay mining operations beyond
the time of favorable economics. BLM resolution of conflicts among lease holders is authorized by the Mineral
Leasing Act and other federal regulations and lease provisions. In the absence of a settlement that resolves the
conflict, the BLM uses existing law, regulations, and lease provisions to optimize the recovery of both resources
(Fulton 2001). Every new coal or oil and gas lease will contain, to the greatest extent possible, reasonable
stipulations that will facilitate resolution of future development conflicts (Culp 2000).
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Comment:
Dugan Production's experience, to date, with existing split estates has been very negative and we strongly encourage
the BLM to find other alternatives to splitting the surface and mineral ownership, not only for Alternative D, but also
for the 264,800 acres that are projected under the current Management plan. In principle, splitting the surface and
mineral ownership seems to be an easy and logical solution to maintaining existing mineral leases and allowing the
surface to be used for something other than as public lands. However, in splitting the estate, the new surface owner
typically has little to no incentive to work with the mineral lessee on development and operational issues. The surface
owner is the party imposed upon by operations related to the mineral development and the surface owner's only
recourse for compensation is high surface damage and ROW fees. In addition, approval times for permitting typically
are substantially extended (i.e., from 30 to 60 days for federal minerals and surface, to 6 to 18 months for federal
minerals and Indian surface). In splitting the estate, there should be clear an understanding between the mineral
ownership and the new surface owner that there is an existing mineral lease and that, should mineral development
occur, the surface owner must conform to the policies and procedures that would exist had the surface been
maintained by the mineral owner. It is not fair to force the mineral lessee to accommodate new and different surface
management simply because the BLM split the estate. On Page 1-10, the BLM acknowledges that it is "more difficult
to develop the retained federal minerals" on lands that have been split and to reduce the impacts of split estate,
where practical, the BLM may pursue "mineral exchanges." Mineral exchanges (keeping the estate in tact) may be
preferable to splitting the estate, but prior to exchanging the minerals, the existing mineral lessee should be given
notice of the potential exchange and given the opportunity for input or to also sell or transfer his leasehold interest
prior to the exchange; after all, the lessee has spent money acquiring a Federal oil and gas lease only to find that he
now has an Indian gas lease, and for some operators this is not a desirable sequence of events.

John Roe, Dugan Production Corporation

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM recognizes that there are many difficulties associated with split estates. Split estates
were addressed in Alternative D in order to distinguish it more readily from the other alternatives.

Comment:
The Draft RMP reader is left with an impression that the BLM is considering whether additional Federal lands, within
the FFO jurisdiction, should be considered for oil and gas leasing (Page 1-9, Issue #1, Item #1). The leasing of
federal minerals is very important to Dugan Production and we encourage the BLM to make available for oil and gas
leasing as much federal land as is possible. Production from federal lands is very important to providing our national
energy needs. Currently, we are having to import +/-60 percent of our crude oil needs, and to withhold ANY acreage
that has potential oil and gas development is contrary to national efforts to become less dependent upon volatile
foreign oil supplies.

John Roe, Dugan Production Corporation

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM is obligated to consider leasing its mineral estate if it is determined that there are
producible resources.

Comment:
The terms "commingling" and "dual completions" require a detailed explanation to the public in order to determine if
the assumed future percent of commingling/dual completions (Chapter 4 - Cumulative Impacts) is in fact a reasonable
assumption. This addition to the document is critical to understanding the Best Available Technologies to minimize
new ground disturbances. A cost benefit analysis would be appropriate.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Commingling refers to combining production from two zones within the same production string in a single wellbore.
Dual completions refer to two production strings within a single wellbore, each producing from a distinct formation.
See SAIC 2002d, "Directional Drilling Technical Report," an unpublished report available from the FFO, for a more
complete discussion of alternate drilling technologies.
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Comment:
In Chapter 1, the planning criteria for addressing oil and gas leasing and development fails to quantify the number of
wells in which dual completions are possible. By leaving this number to unsubstantiated assumptions (Chapter 4 –
Cumulative Impacts), the Draft RMP/EIS, in affect, leaves it to the producers to determine whether commingled or
dual completions will happen. It makes the public wonder who is really managing the resources.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The option to employ commingled production or dual completions depends on several factors including an operator’s
rights to develop multiple formations, formation compatibility and correlative rights. After due consideration, the
operator may combine more than one formation in a single wellbore. Regardless of the completion procedure, final
approval lies with the BLM. The BLM, however, may impose surface conditions that may encourage these types of
production techniques in order to access the leased minerals. Whether the operator employs these techniques
depends on economic viability. To drill a commingled well or one with multiple completions costs approximately
22 percent more than an equivalent single completion, vertical well (Lovato 2001).

Comment:
It is absurd to assume that no new surface disturbance will occur from associated pipeline installation. Pipelines
should be placed along roads, not in separate rights-of-way.

Glenn Beiter
Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Pipelines are usually constructed within the right-of-way granted for the access road, therefore causing little or no
additional disturbance. Surface disturbance associated with larger new pipelines was estimated as a function of the
estimated additional future compression. This amount was included in the analyses.

Comment:
Fifty percent or more of the traffic on some country roads (referenced 328 and 330) is caused by the oil and gas
industry. Oil and gas company vehicles speed, are taking over pastoral rural neighborhoods, and cause dust.

Daniel Harris
Paul Lerno
David and Pati Temple

Response:
Oil and gas companies constructed many of the roads within the rural areas of the San Juan basin to access their
wells. The primary use for the roads is, therefore, industrial. The construction of the roads allows access to previously
undeveloped areas by the public. As recreational use increases in the basin, these roads will see more use by the
public. Speed limits apply to the rural roads; however, it is difficult to enforce them because of the lack of enforcement
capability. The creation of dust clouds is exacerbated by speeding vehicles and dry weather conditions.

Comment:
What happens when there is a wildfire in a gas field? What happens to pipelines that lie on the surface? Are
operators responsible for responding to fires? Do they have an emergency preparedness plan?

Paul Lerno
Darsi Olson

Response:
The threat of a fire to a well or pipeline is diminished by reduced vegetative cover near the pipeline or around the
well. Pipeline rights-of-way are cleared of vegetation before the pipelines are installed and are kept free of weeds and
brush, minimizing the amount of fuel there is to burn. Wells and pipelines are periodically checked for mechanical
integrity.
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Comment:
The company that has the methane gas well on my property has a lot of trouble. They have lied to me, they cost me
thousands of dollars of lost income from my property, and also they have destroyed at least two acres of my property
when a pit they had on the property overflowed. The company's been trying to reclaim that land. They have spent
tens of thousands of dollars trying to clean it up, but nothing grows there yet.

Paul Lerno

Response:
The comment is noted. The matter of split estates is difficult for both the landowner and the BLM. The company has
shown, however, a good faith effort to restore the land.

Comment:
There's nothing in the EIS about water. It requires so much water to process just one well, where are we going to get
all this water?

Heather Snow
Brian Wood, Permits West, Inc.

Response:
Water use for well drilling is evaluated for each alternative. Water may be obtained from nearby reservoirs and rivers
with permission from appropriate authorities or from water wells drilled specifically for that purpose. In addition, use of
produced water as make-up water for drilling operations in some cases, can be a feasible alternative to using fresh
water from local water supplies.

Comment:
The other main thing was that there's no air pollution control devices on the compressors. When I was seeking some
information about the air quality, who checked the air quality out on the compressor stations, I got the run-around.
Nobody is actually checking out these compressor stations, and when they do, it's very infrequent.

Heather Snow

Response:
The State of New Mexico regulates air quality within its boundaries. Currently, only large compressors require permits
according to state regulations. On BLM lands, BLM may authorize the use of its surface for compressor installation,
but it does not regulate the emissions. When a permit to install a compressor is received, the applicant submits
emissions levels for various pollutants, such as VOCs, NO2 and CO, associated with the particular compressor in the
application. Although emissions from the equipment are not monitored, emissions are quantified through the use of
manufacturer's specifications. If the emissions exceed those associated with a low emission engine, the application
may not be approved.

Comment:
Oil and gas companies are not investing enough money to maintain roads, reclaim pipelines, protect watersheds, and
control erosion. They must be made to take care of the roads. Burlington's maintenance expenses average about
$200 per well per year, and that amount is not sufficient to maintain roads, pipelines, and well pads.

Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett
Don Schreiber
Heather Snow

Response:
BLM roads are managed under provisions contained in the BLM "Gold Book" and BLM Manual 9113. In addition, the
San Juan Basin Public Roads Committee, whose members include BLM and industry representatives, has developed
bylaws that address road maintenance for collector roads in the basin. The bylaws are contained in Appendix D of the
EIS. Committee members meet monthly to discuss the condition of collector roads and identify those roads that need
upgrades or maintenance. Maintenance is performed on an as-needed basis in order to ensure compliance with BLM
regulations and safe conditions. Most road maintenance on BLM lands is either paid for or performed by oil and gas
operators.
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Comment:
We also live four miles away from a significant fire from last year that was caused by a gas well that didn't get a lot of
attention in the press. And we're real concerned about that as an issue.

Jennie Dear

Response:
The BLM requires that it be given notice as soon as practical of any fire caused by oil and gas operations. As with
any industrial operation where fire is possible, operators are required to operate under the safest conditions possible
and to formulate appropriate response plans in case of emergencies.

Comment:
Leaking wells or accidental chemical spills may pollute our rivers if a well is drilled on its banks. There is likely to be
little or no response time. Hazardous materials are used in drilling wells. There is little information included on spill
prevention.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region
Ken Stanley
Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support

Response:
Oil and gas operations throughout the basin are subject to the U.S. regulations such as the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), the Occupational Health and Safety Act, the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act (CWA),
and the Oil Pollution Act (OPA). As with many industrial operations, some of the materials used in drilling and
producing oil and gas are considered hazardous. Some of the wastes produced in association with these activities
are provided exemptions from regulation under RCRA. However, other laws, such as the CWA may then come into
effect to provide restrictions on how those wastes may be disposed. This is the case for the handling and disposal of
produced water. Spill procedures and a spill control and countermeasure plan (SPCC) are mandatory if a facility is
subject to OPA and the CWA. SPCC plans require a spill history and require analyses of potential pollutant sources.
The measures contained in these plans are designed to prevent releases of petroleum products in the waters of the
United States. The EIS contains alternative resource management prescriptions, one of which will be chosen as the
field office RMP. RMPs do not specifically regulate spills or chemical releases. Other environmental laws serve that
purpose.

Comment:
The diminishment of our quality of life, as reflected by air quality, wildlife and their habitats, archaeological resources,
soils, and vegetation, by oil and gas operations is too great to allow for the amount of new drilling predicted by the
RFDS. Oil and gas companies will benefit from implementation of any of the alternatives, and their operational
development is irresponsible. The basin will become an industrial park. It is easier to protect our natural resources
now than to try and re-establish these resources after development has taken place.

Judith Brey
Bonnie Cramer
Elizabeth Franklin
Mary Jo Gage
S. Grey
Will and Jean Hobbs
Jan Holt
Gary Hopkins
Mary Idins
Tom Klema
Barbara Kowalik

Alexandra Lamb
Paul Lerno
Alicia Malone
Eileen Music
David Peters
Laura Pilewski
Anahata Pomeroy, Anahata Sounds and Ceremonies
Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance
Ron Schroeder
A.J. Smith
Kathleen Stachowski

Response:
BLM operates in accordance with FLPMA, which mandates that the BLM consider multiple uses for the lands it
administers. This concept includes consideration of the land’s inherent natural resources including its mineral
resources. The purpose of the RMP is to manage all the field office resources in an environmentally responsible
manner. This EIS examines the impacts of the four alternatives to each resource area individually and in combination.
The document cannot, however, address the effects to "life quality" issues because its consideration is inherently
subjective. Actions that result in a loss to quality of living for one person may be inconsequential to another person.
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Comment:
I also appreciate Mr. Henke's reference and his comments to the fact that there are site-specific environmental
assessments prepared for each of the wells or applications for permits to drill. However, when we've attempted to
obtain copies of those, we encountered a policy in your office that we need to pay cash to get a copy of each EPA,
which is the only office that we've ever encountered. Well, in any of the three states where I've actually worked with
the BLM—Colorado, Utah, or Wyoming—no one has ever asked to us pay cash to get a copy of an environmental
assessment so we could review it and offer comments on an activity proposed by a public agency.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
Comments object to the difficulty in obtaining copies of APDs and, in some cases, having to pay a fee for the copy.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
APDs are a matter of public record. Each BLM office determines whether it is cost effective for the documents to be
provided to the public at no cost.

Comment:
I also request a plan for mitigation of the existing coalbed methane in the San Juan Basin.

Kathy Price

Response:
Conditions of approval are incorporated into each approved APD, including permits that address the development of
a CBM well. The COAs address mitigation of impacts associated with well development.

Comment:
I am objecting to the all—the entire RMP—as it relates to oil and gas. I think it's flawed and segmented.

Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
88,000 acres of existing surface damage. Now, I really want to disagree with this one, and I've come up with this
number by myself, so if you want to argue with me, let's get it on. 315,000 acres. And how I arrived at that is I took
33,000 wells times three acres for a well site—and believe me there's some that are considerably bigger than that
that I showed already today—three acres for a pipeline right-of-way, and three acres for a road. Simple math comes
up with 315,000.

Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett

Response:
Estimates of surface disturbance are based on historical data provided by the BLM FFO and by operating companies
in the basin.

Comment:
The cumulative impacts analysis does not consider impacts to all land in the basin, including federal, Indian, state,
and private lands.

Treciafaye (Tweeti) Blancett
Mark and Alice Freitag

Response:
Cumulative impacts include impacts to nonfederal lands. They are described in detail with reference to each
alternative at the end of Chapter 4. The analysis includes the use of water for well drilling for federal and nonfederal
minerals and the net surface disturbance on lands associated with federal and nonfederal minerals.
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Comment:
We need state and federal legislation passed establishing no-drill buffer zones along America's rivers.

Ken Stanley

Response:
There are no regulations that specifically exempt the areas along rivers from drilling and production operations. All
development in floodplains requires appropriate permitting by the Corps of Engineers. On river tracts managed by the
BLM, controlled surface use or no surface occupancy constraints are used to control disturbance in floodplains.

Comment:
I have two wells right behind my house. One is a new one, one was there when I moved there. The old well is 7/10 of
a mile from my house. Every day I smell it, and in three years it takes an average of 37 calls to the owner company of
that well to get them to come adjust it. Thirty-seven phone calls to get them to come out and stop it from stinking and
leaking. I don't think this is good stewardship of the land. And since this is my only example of how the oil and gas
industry operates, I have to take that as how they're going to operate these new wells that they want.

Karen Evans

Response:
The comment is noted. There are no BLM management standards for odor. However, if BLM is made aware of a
problem, the field office will work with the company to address the problem, if it is a BLM permitted well, or refer the
affected individual to the appropriate agency for state or private wells.

Comment:
The industry must be required to use existing roads, well pads, and pipelines if at all possible.

Janet Rees

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
Produced water is expected to be disposed in injection wells or evaporation ponds. What are the controls for
evaporation ponds? The potential of infiltration from unlined pits or from spills is mentioned. Management plans must
address these possibilities. What will be done to keep wildlife and livestock away from the ponds to prevent
poisoning?

Janet Rees

Response:
If there is a spill on BLM land, it must be reported immediately to the agency. Operators whose facilities are such that
they are required to prepare and implement a Spill Control and Countermeasures Plan have response procedures in
place. Spill cleanup and materials disposal is monitored by the BLM. Spills and other undesirable events (blowouts,
fires, accidents etc.) are handled under the provisions of NTL 3A “Reporting of Undesirable Events.” Disposal pits off
BLM administered lands are permitted and monitored by the NMOCD.

Comment:
Spacing for the Fruitland Coal should not be decreased from 320 acres to 160 acres.

Janet Rees
Steve and Lisa Self

Response:
In October 2002, the New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission ruled that the spacing for the Fruitland formation
shall remain at 320 acres but allowed an optional infill well outside the high productivity area commonly referred to as
the fairway. Based on industry’s appeal of the NMOCD ruling, the spacing issue will be reheard in April 2003.
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Comment:
Downspacing to one well per 80 acres for drilling the Dakota formation should be prohibited. There will be nothing but
wells. Dual competitions, re-completions, and commingling are possible solutions which will result in fewer new well
pads and should be required. It is difficult to prove that BLM is managing equitably for all resources when this kind of
well concentration is permitted.

Janet Rees

Response:
The BLM is obligated to manage all of its natural resources; however, it is not bound to manage them equitably. If the
mineral resource is leased, then the BLM is obligated to allow reasonable access to extract the mineral resource. The
BLM cannot require the lessee to utilize specific drilling technologies to access the leased minerals. The BLM can,
however, impose surface management constraints that protect the natural resources on the surface.

Comment:
If the maximum number of wells were drilled within the following 20 years, what will happen to subsequent oil and gas
operations?

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The RFDS predicted the maximum number of wells that may be developed in the San Juan basin over an indefinite
period of time. This maximum number reflects many considerations, among the quantities of mineral reserves
remaining subsurface and the rules governing well density. The BLM RMP examines resource management with the
FFO over the next 20 years. It is unlikely that the maximum number of wells that could be drilled over time will be
drilled within the next 20 years. The rate of oil and gas development depends upon the country's need for the
resources and general condition of the economy. The EIS looks at the most development possible in order to ensure
that impacts over the next 20 years are bounded by the numbers developed in the RFDS.

Comment:
And to my knowledge, I have never seen anything that I have been able to locate that the BLM said it would not allow
an oil pad to be revegetated the same as the natural habitat. So I think there is an area there that needs to be
addressed.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Well pads, roads, and pipelines are revegetated according the seed mixture designated in the COAs added to the
APD for each particular well. The list of COAs is included in Appendix G. Seed mixtures consist of native, noninvasive
species.

Comment:
Inadequate compensation for damages, and archaic laws regarding private landowner rights overlying severed
minerals.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association

Response:
The BLM acknowledges the challenges that private landowners face when they do not own the mineral estate.
Compensation for damages incurred as a result of drilling and production operations on private surface are left to the
individual landowner and the operating company. Compensation is usually based on the amount of land needed for
well development, impacts to land use, and the amount paid to other landowners in the area.

Comment:
Lack of a plan to adequately address existing problems from historic operations and damages, which include repairs,
cleanup, reclamation, mitigation, and revegetation.

Caren Cowan, NM Cattle Growers Association

Response:
The BLM is aware that there are areas that require inspection to determine if the lessee has met the conditions of
approval associated with its APDs. A compliance plan for new well pads and ROWs will be developed by October 1,
2003. The plan will integrate existing initiatives and prioritize areas with outstanding problems. A timeline for
correcting problem areas will be included, as will a strategy for assigning adequate personnel to address the issue.
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Comment:
This proposed layout was an example of everything that is contrary to good engineering practices.

James and Diane Benesch

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
With a gas field of this size and complexity, isn't security a major concern? I didn't notice any plan to secure this field.
What if an airplane would crash into the field? What if a forest fire were to start on the field? What if some terrorists
were to attack the field (we all know that they are unconcerned with their lives)?

James and Diane Benesch

Response:
A plan for protecting the existing and future well development in the basin from terrorists is beyond the scope of this
EIS.

Comment:
We applaud your support of $1,000 per acre fee for clearing oil pads, with $$ to be used for habitat improvement. We
support development of alternative energy sources (e.g., wind, solar, etc.).

S.D. Schemnitz, Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen

Response:
The comment is noted.

Comment:
Alternative drilling methods such as horizontal drilling would, if used in the San Juan basin, reduce adverse impacts
such as noise, air pollution, and scarred landscapes from wells and roads. Why can't several wells be drilled from one
location? The BLM must consider/require feasible technical alternatives such as horizontal drilling.

Judith Brey
Kevin Drees
Bill and Marguerite Flick
Nora Flucke
Mark and Alice Freitag
Kathryn Goldman
S. Grey
David Hamlow
Jan Holt

Alicia Malone
Eileen Music
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Laura Pilewski
Susan Rarick
Ed Stevens
Bill Theimer
David Weingarten, NM Wildlife Federation

Response:
The use of alternative technologies is determined by many factors, including the physical characteristics of the
formation and the economics. It is not always possible to drill to a formation and be able to produce it using an
alternative technology. In addition, if the use of an alternative technology is possible, the additional cost of using such
a technique may preclude its feasibility. The BLM can develop surface management prescriptions to encourage the
use of alternative drilling techniques; however, it cannot mandate alternative technologies. The BLM cannot require
an operator to use a particular method of drilling to access its leased minerals.

Comment:
I am in favor of tough standards set and enforced regarding drilling practices, reclamation, clean-up, reseeding,
erosion control, native plant species protection, and water and wildlife protection.

David Hamlow

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM strives to enforce all of its STCs and COAs, which address the issues noted in the
comment.
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Comment:
The document provides no information regarding the need for increased oil and gas production or land use
management revisions.

Robert Lawrence, Environmental Protection Agency

Response:
Increased oil and gas production is a result of industry demand to develop existing leases in order to respond to
increasing national consumption of energy resources. Population growth in the planning area has also placed
additional demands on the public lands resulting in the need to revise outdated plans. The EIS includes three
alternatives to the no action alternative. Each of these three alternatives, B, C, and D, consist of revisions to current
land use management prescriptions.

Comment:
Redraft sentence: "Reserve pits will be closed as soon as practical after cessation of drilling and completion
operations and well tie in, but in no event longer than one year from completion of the well. All reserve pits remaining
open after twelve months from completion will need written authorization from the BLM." BLM Onshore Order #7
currently provides the operator the opportunity to produce water to the reserve pit for 90 days following completion of
the well. Allowing for evaporation to dewater and dry the reserve pits for proper closure requires a significantly longer
timeframe during winter versus summer months. Absent using evaporation techniques, dewatering of the reserve pit
requires truck hauling, which increases road traffic and potential for accidental discharges.

David Wacker, Conoco, Inc.

Response:
The BLM COAs contained in Appendix G allows an operator to request an extension of the length of time to needed
to close a reserve pit over the 90-day post-completion limit. Thus, an operator may, with authorization, allow the pit to
remain open until the pit is dry, eliminating the need for the fluid to be transported from the location by truck.

Comment:
The second to the last sentence should be amended to read: "Upon completion of the well, if oil is on the pit as
stipulated in Onshore Order #7, the reserve pit will be covered with screening or...".

David Wacker, Conoco, Inc.

Response:
Reserve pits are temporary structures. If the BLM determines that there is a need for screening in order to prevent
avian species from entering the pit, the BLM has the option of adding a COA specifying this requirement.

Comment:
Proper land reclamation and invasive species control are essential for the long-term health of our beautiful landscape.

Heidi Rhoderick

Response:
Recognizing that proper reclamation and invasive species control are essential to preserving the long-term health of
the environment, the BLM COAs applied to all wells drilled in the FFO contain specifications for reseeding and
abandonment of well locations.

Comment:
The identification and development of BMPs is of critical importance. The determination of any necessary BMP
should be made in consultation and cooperation with the affected industry utilizing the Department of Interior's 4Cs
guidance. To achieve consistency, the RMP/EIS should indicate that BLM will rely on BMPs established by
appropriate agencies and will not impose redundant or conflicting BMPs or COAs, when existing federal or state rules
already require such actions.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM makes every effort to ensure that COAs do not conflict. BMPs are not necessarily
COAs unless so stated in an APD.
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Comment:
Pages 2-234 to 2-235: The number of well locations that are inaccessible due to NSO may be higher than 28, if the
NSO areas overlap Fruitland and Pictured Cliffs development, rather than Mesaverde and Dakota. Such NSO areas
should be more clearly identified and described. In any event, Commenter understands the number of such wells is
an estimate based on and consistent with the RFDS, rather than an identification of any particular well or location. If
that is not the case, the particular locations that would be inaccessible due to NSO should be particularly described.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The comment is correct. Well locations are not precisely identified in the RFDS. Formation objectives accessible by
directional drilling correspond to wells drilling to the Mesaverde/Dakota formations. Data were not available for
accessing shallower formations such as the Fruitland and Pictured Cliffs. Although the number of target locations
may be higher than the 28 associated with the NSO areas, an exact number is not possible to determine without
precise location information and depths to the formations below the well site and the target.

Comment:
I heard from one person that, you know, maybe up to 90 percent of the resource could come out from these new
technology wells, rather than putting them everywhere.

Darsi Olson

Response:
The use of alternative technologies is determined by many factors, including the physical characteristics of the
formation and the economics. It is not always possible to drill to a formation and be able to produce it using an
alternative technology. In addition, if the use of an alternative technology is possible, the additional cost of using such
a technique may preclude its feasibility. The BLM can develop surface management prescriptions to encourage the
use of alternative drilling techniques; however, it cannot mandate alternative technologies. The BLM cannot require
an operator to use a particular method of drilling to access its leased minerals.

Comment:
The DEIS makes rosy assumptions about plugging and abandoning existing wells as a means of reducing existing
impacts and mitigating the effect of the new impacts.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The DEIS assumes that a certain number of wells will be plugged and abandoned each year over a 20-year period.
This number will increase each year. The assumption is based upon FFO historical data.

Comment:
Because reclamation practices and other best management practices may reduce or (conceivably) eliminate impacts
to water quality of implementing any of the alternatives, scrutiny of the reclamation procedures (primarily presented in
Appendix G: Conditions of Approval) is warranted. None of the alternatives as described would alter the current
reclamation practices. Appendix G provides a list of procedures that a producer must agree to carry out as a
condition of the lease. That a reclaimed state be attained is not a requirement. For example, guidelines for stockpiling
topsoil prior to construction and re spreading the topsoil on reclaimed portions of the well pad (p. G-1), and re
seeding of the re spread topsoil (p. G-15) are provided, but there is no mention of criteria by which FFO can certify
that the site has been reclaimed. A producer could potentially satisfy the requirements of FFO, and the reclaimed site
could still be mostly barren or colonized by weeds. Although FFO may not be actively approving such reclamations,
examples of well sites that have ostensibly been reclaimed, but are actually still quite disturbed, are abundant in the
planning area under current management.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department
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Response:
Well sites and access roads that have been plugged and abandoned (P&A) have reclamation standards that must be
met before being released for further liability and responsibility. A significant number of these locations remain on the
books for various reasons, not the least of which is that these locations maybe practical sites for future infill
development. Recent reorganization has created a compliance arm within the Environmental Protection Team. This
emphasis on compliance seeks the following objectives: 1) To assure that all new and old development meets all
conditions of approval. 2) Focuses emphasis of conditions of approval on existing infrastructure to bring this
development to appropriate standards. 3) To utilize an interdisciplinary team of resource experts to assess the
ecological condition of the reclaimed well locations and recommend appropriate action based on ecological health
standards. 4) Review and clear the backlog on existing abandoned well locations. Oil and gas operators are required
to post a bonds that ensures that each well that they drill has the funds available to properly abandon and reclaim the
well and well site. The BLM ensures that the COAs that apply to reclamation are met by inspecting each well site
prior to the release of the operator from bonding requirements.

Comment:
Some procedures found in the Conditions of Approval are disregarded by the producers and operators. For example,
based on observations made by Surface Water Quality Bureau staff during reconnaissance for water quality survey
work, the requirement that "drainage control shall be ensured over the entire road" is often disregarded. Quite often in
the planning area, long stretches of road lie below grade and function as channels, accumulating large flows before
discharging to gullies or arroyos. Similarly, the standard for location of access roads (p. G-13) that states, "surface
disturbance and vehicular traffic will be limited to the approved location and approved access road" seems to often be
disregarded. Many well sites have two or more access roads, when probably only one road was approved. Also,
many intersections of roads are probably much larger than approved.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The comment is noted. The BLM strives to enforce all of its STCs and COAs, which address the issues noted in the
comment. It is difficult for the BLM to continuously monitor all roads throughout the basin considering the number of
personnel it has available for enforcement. BLM roads are managed under provisions contained in the BLM "Gold
Book" and BLM Manual 9113. In addition, the San Juan Basin Public Roads Committee, whose members include
BLM and industry representatives, has developed bylaws that address road maintenance for collector roads in the
basin.

Comment:
In addition, many of the base documents used by the BLM in preparation of the RMP/EIS are not available, so we
cannot evaluate the scientific modeling used by the BLM. BR has taken the initiative to acquire the descriptions
behind Alternative D, the Preferred Plan, as we are able to understand such descriptions, and has hired a mapping
service to digitize the information. We have provided the maps to interested industry parties so they also can see the
impact of the expanded restrictions to their leasehold and comment appropriately.

John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The comment is noted. The initiative taken by Burlington Resources provides valuable information to interested
parties.

Comment:
The historic data gathered by the BLM states 54 percent of new wells are drilled on new locations, but 54 percent
seems too high.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The historic data gathered by the BLM in support of this EIS is the source of the percentages. The data was compiled
from the well files of the FFO.
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Comment:
The percentage for new wellbores is inaccurate, because the dual completions were previously accounted for in the
RFDS 25 percent reduction in well count.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The RFDS projected the total number of available completions at 16,615. This projected number was reduced by 20
percent to account for federal jurisdictional lands in the RMP and further reduced by 25 percent to account for dual
and commingled completions in a common wellbore. This leaves 9,970 potential wellbores to be drilled over the next
20 years. The DRMP estimated that new surface disturbance would take place on 54 percent of all new wellbores.
The remaining wellbores, or 46 percent, would be co-located on existing well sites reducing the overall surface
disturbance. These estimates were based on historical development trends and FFO personnel input. The
percentage of new wellbores causing new surface disturbance is inaccurate because the dual and commingled
completions were previously accounted for in the RFDS 25 percent reduction in well count. While it is true that the
projected number of wellbores of 9,970 factored in the anticipated dual and commingled completions, the 25 percent
reduction in well count was based only the projected completions from the RFDS. For example, one new Dakota-
Mesaverde commingled wellbore takes up two completions from the projected well completion count; this same
wellbore could be co-located on an existing well site or conversely, require new disturbance in order to be drilled.
Historical data suggests that this situation will occur 46 percent and 54 percent of time respectively.

Comment:
Environmental Consequences: The assumption of one acre of surface disturbance constructed for a road and
pipeline, appears to be in error. The statement that "An average of 800 feet of road and pipeline would be
constructed within the same 50-foot wide disturbed area," calculates to a surface disturbance of only 40,000 square
feet or only 0.817 acres. This assumption would overstate the impact associated with new road and pipeline
construction by almost nine (9) percent. Commenter believes that in order to be technically consistent with the
assumptions indicated in the planning document, the road and pipeline disturbance figures throughout the document
should be lowered by eight-point-eight (8.8) percentage points, thereby lowering the final long-term net disturbed
acreage amount relating to new well locations from 3 acres to 2.817 acres. This would result in a significant reduction
in the lands calculated to be disturbed by new oil and gas development. The assumption of 3.5 acres of initial surface
disturbance per new well location is in error. More credit should be given to new state of art technology for drilling,
including slant, horizontal and other drilling techniques that would reduce surface disturbance.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The figures used in the RMP/EIS and in the RFDS are intended as averages . . . They are based upon historical data,
GIS coverages, and operator input. If the amount of residual disturbance created by roads and pipelines is reduced
from an average of 1 acre to an average of 0.91 acres, as suggested by the comment, the amount of surface caused
by the well pad and road/pipeline would decrease from the average of 3 acres to 2.9 acres, a decrease of about
3.3 percent. This amount of variance lies within a reasonable deviation when discussing averages. The well numbers
and percentage of wells that would be constructed on new well pads already take into account possible new
technologies including directional drilling.

Comment:
With regard to the RFDS prepared by New Mexico Tech, the surface disturbance assumption utilized by the RFDS
was two (2) acres in size, with an additional one (1) acre (800' x 50') for road and pipeline disturbance. No provision
was made for the reclamation and restoration of the reserve pit area in this document (RFDS). The RMP-EIS may
have overestimated the final disturbed area associated with new oil and gas well locations, since it appears that an
additional 1.5 acres of disturbed land was added to the typical well site location, and then removed, to account for the
portion of land reclaimed after the initial drilling and completion phase of operations. The 2-acre initial drill site
location should be reduced to 1 acre of final surface disturbance based upon reclamation of the reserve pit area.
Commenter requests a detailed presentation of the assumptions regarding the acreage allocated toward surface
disturbance by new well locations and its variance from other supporting documentation. Changes to calculations
affecting watersheds and erosion should also occur based upon this reduction in surface disturbance.

Glenna Barnes
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
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Response:
The average figures used in the RFDS to describe surface disturbance correspond to the figures used in the
RMP/EIS. The 2-acre assumption for well pad disturbance used in the RFDS incorporated the amount of land used
for the reserve pit, which was estimated to be about 1.5 acres with an original pad size of 3.5 acres in the RMP/EIS.

Comment:
It is thought that the reserve pit reseeding and reclamation efforts currently practiced by industry, adequately
managed by the BLM, will result in minimal soil erosion and damage to watersheds. The final surface disturbance
numbers should be utilized throughout the RMP-EIS analysis in place of the initial surface disturbance numbers, and
reflected in each of the appropriate tables throughout the document.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The comment is noted. Initial and final surface disturbance figures are noted throughout the EIS where appropriate.

Comment:
Commenter adamantly disagrees with the conclusion that closing lands to leasing in the Preferred Alternative will
have little impact on mineral extraction because 99 percent of the high development area is currently leased.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The BLM is obligated to analyze the consequences of actions that it may take to protect the resources under its
administration. The FFO has determined that the closure of tracts of land specified in the EIS to leasing would result
in the protection necessary to ensure the viability of inherent resources other than mineral resources in those areas.

Comment:
BLM is discouraged from adding regulatory reporting requirements for these efforts, since current regulatory reporting
requirements are already onerous and burdensome.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The BLM’s regulatory requirements are developed to ensure compliance with federal laws and to ensure that the
resources under its administration are managed in a manner consistent with those laws.

Comment:
BLM, in its planning, should take into consideration that only a relatively small fraction of that acreage (approximately
0.5 percent and only 0.36 percent after revegetation under Alternative "D") would be disturbed, and the impacts on
the total planning area from surface disturbance will be negligible.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The comment is noted. It is correct that just of small percentage of the planning area would be affected by the actions
described in the EIS; however, the analysis of impacts does not depend strictly on statistics. Potential impacts require
assessments as specific resources are affected. For example, an impact to a 5-acre site that contains protected
resources would be more significant than to another 5-acre site that contains no protected resources.

Comment:
The number of wells identified in the RMP/EIS is an estimate based on current New Mexico Oil Conservation Division
("NMOCD") spacing rules and identified producing horizons. Changes by the NMOCD could increase the total
number of wells. Some new formations that could produce were not counted in the projected well numbers in the
RMP/EIS.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division
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Response:
The number of wells projected in the RMP/EIS is based upon the RFDS, which anticipated changes in spacing rules
for specific formations. NM Tech in the RFDS used information from industry, geology, and historic production to
develop the projected well numbers. Changes in spacing could result from reservoir characteristics and estimated
reserves remaining in place. The RFDS attempted to account for future wells for these formations using the data it
had and assuming that spacing may be downsized.

Comment:
Page 2-2, Column 1. The reference to a "50 foot right-of-way" should be removed, because it may reflect only a
temporary, short-term construction program. Generally, the post pipeline and road construction disturbance is only
about 16 feet in width.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
When a right-of-way is granted, it is assumed that the full width of the ROW may be used at any point in the term of
the ROW. Although the full width of any particular ROW may not be utilized, and would not result in surface
disturbance across the entire width, the grant allows for such disturbance. Therefore, use of the entire width of a
ROW is a conservative estimate of disturbance.

Comment:
Page 4-13. The first sentence of the second full paragraph in column 11 should address the possibility of using
produced water in drilling operations and how BLM could encourage this practice.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The use of produced water for drilling operations depends upon, among other factors, the physical characteristics of
the formations through which the well is drilled and the chemical characteristics of the water. The decision to use
produced water, if feasible, would be made on a well-specific basis.

Comment:
The Preferred Alternative ("PA") will increase the total number of acres subject to a split of mineral and surface
estates. BLM should encourage keeping whole the interests of current mineral lessees.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The BLM recognizes that there are many difficulties associated with split estates. The BLM has attempted to
minimize the creation of split estate properties. Split estates were addressed in Alternative D in order to distinguish it
more readily from the other alternatives.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS assumes that, under the PA, there will be 145 directional wells drilled to access oil and gas. This
assumption appears to be for the deeper horizon Mesaverde and Dakota wells. If the shallower horizons, Fruitland or
Pictured Cliffs, are not accessible from vertical drilling, the percentage of unrecovered reserves will increase from that
estimate. Also, the RMP/EIS states that 145 directional wells "would" be drilled. As a result, this language should be
changed in a manner consistent with statutory and regulatory authority, to "could be drilled, subject to economic and
technological considerations," since a decision whether to drill is always made on this basis.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The language in the text of the EIS is changed as suggested. The determination of numbers of directional wells was
based on averages and was broadly applied to the entire high development area, while recognizing that formations,
terrain, and other factors would come into play in the actual decision by industry on how to extract the mineral
resource. The averages applied were necessary to do an overall impact analysis.
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Comment:
Page 4-13: The first sentence of the second full paragraph in column II should say, "All water produced in association
with oil and gas production and Fruitland CBM production should be transported via truck or pipelines to an injection
well or evaporation ponds for disposal."

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The use of the phrase "would be transported" is correct. The sentence is meant to be a statement of intent.

Comment:
Page 4-103: Replace the word "should" in the first sentence of the "Oil and Gas Leasing and Development" section
be replaced with "could." "The amount of long-term vegetation disturbance within the planning area for new wells,
roads, pipelines, and compressors on public land could be almost 32,000 acres."

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The comment is noted. The text is changed from “should” to “could.”

Comment:
Pictured Cliffs – 80-Acre: It is thought that the RMP-EIS should consider the implications of 80-acre or reduced
spacing for the Pictured Cliffs. RFDS indicates that the Pictured Cliffs appears to be draining 104 acres on average
across the SJB (RFDS, Pg 6-12). This would indicate that the current 160-acre Pictured Cliffs spacing may be
inadequate, and is probably inadequate in many areas within the planning area. Further evidence of potential
reduction in spacing for the Pictured Cliffs, if not on 80-acre spacing but rather 120-acre spacing, is detailed with the
bibliography to the RFDS. "Engineering evidence DOES NOT support the widespread potential for 80-acre
development of the Pictured Cliffs reservoir AT THIS TIME" (RFDS), but may right now because of new information.
With regard to possible 80-acre infill Pictured Cliffs development, please explain in numeric detail the probability of
80-acre Pictured Cliffs development upon both a recompletion basis (commingling), and a new drill basis? A NMOCD
application (Case 12857) was presented by Burlington Resources, et al., on May 2, 2002, with regard to a thirty (30)-
well pilot 80-Acre Pictured Cliffs project within the Planned RMP-EIS area. A NMOCD application (Case 12892) was
presented by Mallon Oil Company on July 11, 2002, with regard to a twenty five (25)-well pilot 80-Acre Pictured Cliffs
Pilot project on the border of the RMP-EIS planned area. Other industry representatives have expressed interest in
evaluating this formation in a reduced spacing manner. The current Draft RMP-EIS has not considered the likely
reduction in Pictured Cliffs development as part of one or any of the Alternatives to the RMP-EIS. A multiplier could
be used in conjunction with review of the available 80-acre drill site locations within the RFDS, to determine the
additional number of new Pictured Cliffs wells associated with spacing reduction to the RMP EIS. Language would
need to be added to the RMP-EIS (Pg. 3-12 and Pg. 2-29) to reflect the consideration of the Pictured Cliffs for
reduced development. To determine that all new Pictured Cliffs development potentially associated with reduced
spacing would be developed through recompletions of existing wells would be inaccurate in our opinion.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The DEIS was based upon the results of the RFDS and did not consider 80-acre spacing for the Pictured Cliffs.
Although the RFDS acknowledged the possibility that the spacing for the Pictured Cliffs formation could be reduced,
New Mexico Tech, author of the RFDS, considered that this possibility is not imminent. The object of the RFDS is to
provide a "reasonable" foreseeable development scenario using the data as it currently exists. Using the RFDS, the
EIS is able to look at different management strategies for the surface. The RFDS did consider changes in spacing
and infill drilling for formations where it seemed likely, such as for the Fruitland Coal. Reservoir characteristics,
current spacing rules, projected spacing regulations, and methods of drilling and completion were used to determine
the number of locations that would reasonably expected to be used to extract the mineral resource.
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Comment:
There is disagreement with the assumption on SAIC 2002d, Pg 2-6, that there will be no commingling of production
under Alternative A. This is a significant assumption in that it has the effect of greatly expanding the quantity of
acreage associated with surface disturbance. This in turn does an injustice to the calculations for Alternatives B, C,
and D as it appears in relation to Alternative A throughout the RMP-EIS. Alternative A should clearly represent the
current development practices, current land use, current biological use, and current practices by all users of public
lands. Some proponents to oil and gas development often use numbers associated with these alternatives in a liberal
manner to promote their positions. Commenter requests that typical historical percentages regarding recompletion
and commingling of production, in conjunction with the recent RFDS industry survey, be applied to Alternative A and
Alternative B in both the RMP-EIS and (SAIC 2002d). Alternative B is often utilized as a worse case "Big Oil" industry
development scenario, which should rather represent a realistic industry development scenario as mentioned
previously.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Alternative A, the No Action alternative, is an option that is required by NEPA for inclusion in the analysis of
alternatives in an EIS. This alternative assumes that there are no changes to current management guidance by the
BLM and/or the other participating management agencies.

Comment:
With regard to the "estimation" of surface disturbance in finished size at 2 acres, Commenter requests a reference be
placed upon this statement, so that it may be tied to the relevant area of this document or another document where
this is discussed further.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The 2-acre estimate of final surface disturbance associated with a typical well in the basin was determined by the
BLM in consultation with industry representatives.

Comment:
Environmental Assumptions and Analysis. There is an indication of a certain quantity of locations "backlog" that are
awaiting field review and approval for final abandonment by the FFO. This number of locations and the associated
acreage should be evaluated, quantified, and included in the net disturbed acreage, and that this amount of acreage
be removed from calculations for the RMP-EIS net disturbed area. Specifically, this can be readily used to validate
the assumptions of 3 acres per abandoned location of reclaimed land (2 acres for the well site, 1 acre for the pipeline
and road). Given the small amount of net disturbed acreage anticipated at the end of 20 yrs associated with planned
oil and gas development anticipated in the RMP-EIS, excluding this acreage from the final calculations may
significantly impact the final resultant numbers. The AFO should be consulted to determine the quantity and "backlog"
associated with abandoned well locations within its jurisdiction. These AFO numbers should also be included in the
net disturbed area calculations. In relation to the above question regarding P&A wells, please explain the reasoning
behind the statement, "Once the P&A wells are taken into account over the 20-year period, there would be no net
increase in surface disturbance, and possibly a decrease." This statement clearly demonstrates that there is likely to
be no new net surface disturbance under Alternative A. Once consideration is given that under the assumptions of
Alternative A, that no new wells will be commingled, doesn't this imply that there will actually be no new net surface
disturbance associated under Alternative A? This same question should be answered of the other alternatives listed
when consideration is made regarding net surface disturbance credit associated with the P&A wells.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The amount of disturbed land surface waiting for field review and approval of final abandonment was not included in
the total amount of reclaimed acreage because this amount has been relatively static over a period of time. To
assume that sufficient funding and personnel were available at some point in time in order to remove this amount of
disturbed land from the total is speculative. The figure of 133 well pads per year during the first year, increasing at 5
percent per year thereafter was a reasonable assumption provided by the FFO. Total figures provided by the FFO
that are applicable to BLM surface also include lands managed by the AFO. Under Alternative A, a result of “no new
surface area” would result from reclamation of an additional 311 well pads associated with 934 acres over a 20-year
period. Whatever the amount of residual disturbed acreage that consists of the “backlog,” that number would remain
constant over each of the alternatives. Assume that the backlog consists of 311 well pads. It is apparent from the
amount of net amount of surface disturbance listed in Table 4-1 that a decrease of 934 acres under each alternative
would result in decreases of the total amount ranging from approximately 4 to 6 percent.
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Comment:
With regard to the RFD, and the Results of the Industry Survey detailed in Chapter 7 of the RFD: What impact on the
RMP-EIS calculations and results would occur if industry drills and completes 59.5 percent of its new well locations
as commingled and/or dual producers, rather than the 25 percent assumed as part of the RMP-EIS plan? This
industry-volunteered information is significantly different than the assumed 25 percent or 54 percent values
discussed. Industry recognizes that economics drive development activity. Economics indicate that the industry will
continue to develop new oil and gas reserves through commingled completions and a dual completion basis. (RFDS).
Industry will drill greater than 25 percent of future wells in a commingled or dual development scenario and a more
accurate assumption for the RMP-EIS would be to assume a 30 percent reduction in new wells because of the use of
commingling and dual completion of new wells.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The assumption that 25 percent of new wells would consist of commingled/dual completions reflects BL input from
the oil and gas industry. Although future economics may not encourage oil and gas operations consistent with this
assumption, it reflects a substantiated conservative point of view.

Comment:
We are especially concerned about the impact of the 805 miles of new roads, and the amount of land affected by well
pads, compressors, and other facilities. The erosion, waterway situation, and air pollution, because of the soil
character and climate, are also major concerns during and after development.

David Weingarten, NM Wildlife Federation

Response:
Environmental impacts will occur as a result of the implementation of any of the alternatives, including Alternative A.
Adverse environmental impacts will result from oil and gas development. The extents to which the impacts will occur
are detailed in the analyses of each alternative. As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the FFO is conducting an inventory
of the existing road system to identify major collector roads that will serve as the backbone of its road network. After
that analysis is complete, all levels of roads within the system will be classified based on traffic levels, types of use,
and condition, etc. Finally, restrictions, needs, and actions will be defined. The USFS is also completing a Roads
Analysis Policy for the lands within its boundaries.

Comment:
Alternative D, your "Preferred Alternative," the "Balanced Approach," is anything but balanced. Throughout the entire
document, you list drawbacks to Alternative D: degraded air quality, weeds and dust, no re-vegetation, soil erosion,
habitat fragmentation, 805 more miles of road, vandalism, and no wilderness buffers.

David Peters

Response:
Environmental impacts will occur as a result of the implementation of any of the alternatives, including Alternative A.
Adverse environmental impacts will result from oil and gas development. The extents to which the impacts will occur
are detailed in the analyses of each alternative. As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the FFO is conducting an inventory
of the existing road system to identify major collector roads that will serve as the backbone of its road network. After
that analysis is complete, all levels of roads within the system will be classified based on traffic levels, types of use,
and condition, etc. Finally, restrictions, needs, and actions will be defined. The USFS is also completing a Roads
Analysis Policy for the lands within its boundaries.

Comment:
May I suggest a more moderate approach? One that preserves our air and water quality, as well as wildlife. One that
allows us to use our federal land to recreate like we want and need to, without being assaulted by noise, vehicles,
roads, dust, and erosion.

David Peters

Response:
The comment is noted.
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Comment:
This claim of "takings" apparently underlies the "need" for 12,461 new wells in BLM's estimation. However, the DEIS
never discloses, discusses, or analyzes its obligations to provide for additional wells on existing leases that have
already been developed. BLM staff and industry personnel have reported that additional wells are not needed to
extract additional gas. This past summer, the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division (OCD) met in Farmington to hear
the gas industry's arguments for moving to 160-acre spacing for wells in the Fruitland coal formation. During the
hearing, Phillips argued that there is insufficient evidence to justify going to 160-acre spacing in the "fairway." The
fairway is that part of the Fruitland formation in Colorado and New Mexico where gas wells are producing more than 2
million cubic feet per day. Phillips contends that in most of this area, wells are already draining more than 320 acres,
and thus, there is no need for closer spacing. Burlington and BP hotly disputed this contention, saying that the 160-
acre spacing is necessary to efficiently drain the resource. Clearly, there is no consensus among industry about the
"need" for additional wells. The DEIS must disclose to the public persuasive evidence about the need for 12,461 new
wellbores. If the primary rationale is to simply extract gas faster, and not because of conservation reasons to extract
more gas, then BLM must balance this desire against competing multiple uses such as protection of air quality,
wildlife habitat, cultural resources, and others.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The BLM does not take a position regarding the need for additional wells. The BLM manages the resources of the
lands it administers for multiple uses under FLPMA. The idea of multiple uses includes consideration of the land’s
inherent natural resources, including its mineral resources. The purpose of the RMP is to manage all the field office
resources in an environmentally responsible manner.

Comment:
Since 1992, the BLM and other agencies have discovered numerous, serious environmental impacts specific to
development of coalbed methane. The unique environmental impacts of CBM development, according to the BLM's
San Juan Field Office and government documents, such as "Coalbed Methane Development in the Northern San
Juan Basin of Colorado: A Brief History and Environmental Observations," a working document compiled by BLM,
San Juan Field Office, December 1999, include: methane seepage which can kill large swaths of vegetation such as
has occurred in the pinyon-juniper woodlands of the Soda Springs area on the Southern Ute Indian Reservation;
dewatering of coal seams with a resultant lowering of water tables; coalbed fires created by the dewatering of coal
seams; coalbed methane migration into domestic water aquifers. To comply with the requirements of NEPA for full
disclosure of anticipated environmental impacts from the proposed action, BLM needs to revise the DEIS to
incorporate analysis associated with these impacts specific to CBM wells. We also incorporate by reference the
comments submitted by Walter R. Merschat on these and similar topics.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The comment is noted. A section has been added to the EIS that describes the procedures used in drilling and
producing coal bed methane in the San Juan Basin and broadly addresses the issues raised in this comment.

Comment:
The DEIS generally fails to analyze the impacts from hydraulic fracturing. The words apparently do not appear in the
DEIS. CBM operators in the San Juan Basin typically hydraulically fracture coal seams to stimulate production. Fluids
in fracing include guar gel, nitrogen or carbon dioxide gases, gelled oil, diesel oil, sodium hydroxide, hydrochloric
acid, sulfuric acid, funeric acid, and a host of other toxins.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The comment is noted. A section has been added to the EIS that describes the procedures used in drilling and
producing oil and gas in the San Juan Basin and broadly addresses the issues raised in this comment. The purpose
of the EIS is not to analyze every aspect of oil and gas operations, including CBM operations that may occur in the
basin. It is not realistically possible to do so. All oil and gas operations are approved by and monitored by the
appropriate surface management agency and the BLM. Operators are required to report abnormal conditions that
may affect the environment to the appropriate agency immediately, or as specified by agency regulations.
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Comment:
Federal toxic waste laws include a small exemption for drilling fluids for the oil and gas industry; however, this does
not excuse BLM from analyzing their impacts, requiring an inventory of fluids and chemicals used, reporting spills,
and mitigating these impacts under FLPMA and NEPA. Examples include: glycol used in gas treators and
dehydrators, drilling fluids and muds, and chemicals and toxins, used in hydraulic fracturing. All operators have a duty
to keep and submit well records and reports covering production facilities and equipment, drilling, redrilling, and
deepening. (43 CFR. § 3162.4-1[a]). Further, operators "shall" report all spills or leakages of oil, gas, produced water,
toxic liquids, or waste materials to BLM. (This is also covered and required in NTL 3A). We insist that BLM not only
enforce these regulations, but also make them available to the public, particularly where private surface is involved.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The comment is noted. The content of the comment expresses a valid concern. All oil and gas operations conducted
in the Study Area are subject to the laws and regulations listed in the comment, in addition to other required
procedures. As the management agency for oil and gas operations on federal lands in the basin, the BLM must
enforce all applicable laws and regulations as they apply to both federal and private surface.

Comment:
This document proposes to add almost 190,000 acres to special management areas that will constrict the use of the
property within those areas, through the use of conditions of approval attached to applications for permits to drill. In
as much as there are valid contracts that were in existence prior to this document, any changes to the existing oil and
gas leases should not alter the original terms and conditions of the existing agreements. Alternatively, the
confiscation of citizen's rights will occur. Rather than materially alter the pre-existing rights of any party, and thereby
make the use of the land difficult or uneconomic to develop, which may constitute a taking, the BLM should be
prepared to pay the fair market value for any property whose use would be severely limited.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation
Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting

Response:
Terms and conditions associated with existing leases will not be altered as result of the implementation of any of the
alternatives in this EIS.

Comment:
This beautiful, xeric area is a fragile and precious environ to many plants, animals, and even people. Its value is often
overlooked due to its quietness, aridness, subtle beauty, and starkness. Having spent time in this region, I know of its
immense beauty and pristine air. Yet, this plan will devastate the area with dirty, polluted air, 805 miles of roads which
will dismember habitats, and damaging dust from the 44,000 acres of the proposed development. What about usage
and damage to the water table?

Marci Garton

Response:
Environmental impacts will occur as a result of the implementation of any of the alternatives, including Alternative A.
Adverse environmental impacts will result from oil and gas development. The extents to which the impacts will occur
are detailed in the analyses of each alternative. As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the FFO is conducting an inventory
of the existing road system to identify major collector roads that will serve as the backbone of its road network. After
that analysis is complete, all levels of roads within the system will be classified based on traffic levels, types of use,
and condition, etc. Finally, restrictions, needs, and actions will be defined. The USFS is also completing a Roads
Analysis Policy for the lands within its boundaries.

Comment:
You intend to allow 805 miles of roads to be constructed, dismembering the habitat of numerous species, tearing up
fragile desert plant communities, and degrading the air quality, as well as creating the probability of damaging dust
storms from the 44,000 affected acres.

Jan Garton
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Response:
BLM operates in accordance with FLPMA, which mandates that the BLM consider multiple uses for the lands it
administers. This concept includes consideration of the land’s inherent natural resources including its mineral
resources. The purpose of the RMP is to manage all the field office resources in an environmentally responsible
manner. This EIS examines the impacts of the four alternatives to each resource area individually and in combination.
The document cannot, however, address the effects to "life quality" issues because its consideration is inherently
subjective. Actions that result in a loss to quality of living for one person may be inconsequential to another person.
As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the FFO is conducting an inventory of the existing road system to identify major
collector roads that will serve as the backbone of its road network. After that analysis is complete, all levels of roads
within the system will be classified based on traffic levels, types of use, and condition, etc. Finally, restrictions, needs,
and actions will be defined. The USFS is also completing a Roads Analysis Policy for the lands within its boundaries.

Comment:
The wells, and the associated development they would bring to the region, which includes 805 miles of new roads
across more than 44,000 acres, would completely destroy the air, water, soils, wildlife, and quality of life in the area.

Susan Wible

Response:
BLM operates in accordance with FLPMA, which mandates that the BLM consider multiple uses for the lands it
administers. This concept includes consideration of the land’s inherent natural resources including its mineral
resources. The purpose of the RMP is to manage all the field office resources in an environmentally responsible
manner. This EIS examines the impacts of the four alternatives to each resource area individually and in combination.
The document cannot, however, address the effects to "life quality" issues because its consideration is inherently
subjective. Actions that result in a loss to quality of living for one person may be inconsequential to another person.
As stated in Chapter 2 of the EIS, the FFO is conducting an inventory of the existing road system to identify major
collector roads that will serve as the backbone of its road network. After that analysis is complete, all levels of roads
within the system will be classified based on traffic levels, types of use, and condition, etc. Finally, restrictions, needs,
and actions will be defined. The USFS is also completing a Roads Analysis Policy for the lands within its boundaries.

Comment:
Mr. Dugan has drilled more than 10 new well sites in the last 6 months, and is now connecting them with pipelines.
Some of these well sites are within 150 feet of existing pads. WHY can't he use an existing pad for the new well? And
why does a pipeline right of way take up to 55 feet of completely cleared land?

Keith Baker

Response:
There are a number of factors that determine the proximity of individual well pads to each other. These factors can
include the spacing rules affecting the target formations, the offsets required to ensure that distinct wellbores do not
interfere with each other, and topography of the surface. The width of a right of way is intended to allow for the
installation of a pipeline or power lines or the construction of a road. The width provides an allowance for construction
and maintenance operations that may require more space than the finished product. Rights-of-ways are required to
be weed-free.

Comment:
Page 2-3; continuing paragraph, first column: Criteria are provided on how additional stipulations supplied by SMAs
or surface owners could be incorporated into the APD process. These criteria include the ability to do so if it does not
affect adjacent tribal lands, safety or conservation, or negate minimal federal restoration requirements for
abandonment. New stipulations cannot be added to a lease. Further, conditions of approval must be consistent with
valid existing lease rights. Conditions of approval that exceed existing lease terms must be negotiated with the
lessee. Language acknowledging valid existing lease rights must be added to this discussion. Therefore, the
sentence that begins "If a surface managing agency or surface owner has supplied to the BLM. " should have the
following phrase added to the end of the sentence "and does not abrogate the original lease terms and conditions."

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The comment is noted. Additional text has been added as suggested.
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Comment:
Page 2-235: Chart at top of page; this chart contains a summary of the different types of management prescriptions
derived from the Implementation of the proposed SDAs. If one evaluates all closures, CSU, NSO, and timing
limitations, almost 27 percent of the FFO will be subject to these restrictions. In regards to the timing limitations that
comprise almost ½ of the more restrictive management directive, this would force operators into conducting
operations in a compressed timeframe causing seasonal fluctuations for both equipment and manpower. We would
recommend this be assessed to fully understand the ramifications of the constrained operational timeframe.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Under Alternative D, approximately 2.6 million acres would be developed under STCs and 796,000 acres would be
developed under CSU, NSO, and TL. The number of acres managed under restrictions consists of approximately 23
percent of the total. Approximately 60 percent of the acres managed under restrictions would be managed under TLs.
The BLM understands that a greater amount of planning will be necessary to operate under these conditions. It
should be remembered that TLs vary as to the natural resource that the restrictions are intended to protect. Not all
TLs would occur concurrently.

Comment:
It is important to note that while existing locations could be used for new drill sites, many of the existing locations
were designed for one well only. Consequently, it is likely that some additional surface disturbance will be needed to
accommodate an additional well. The amount of new disturbance will vary depending upon the size of the original
well pad and what will be needed for an additional well. We would recommend that this aspect be factored into how
existing well pads will be used for additional development.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The additional surface disturbance necessary to drill a new well on an existing well pad was considered and added
into the total amount of projected new surface disturbance. It was assumed in the EIS that an additional well on an
existing well pad would require approximately 0.5 acre of new surface disturbance.

Comment:
Page 4-11, first column, second paragraph under "Soils". The second paragraph contains a list of impacts that could
result from surface disturbance. As is common with this RMP, there is little discussion about mitigation that could be
implemented to reduce impacts. In this section, nothing is mentioned about the new Phase II stormwater regulations
that will soon be implemented after the beginning of 2003. These will apply to virtually all oil and gas activity and will
require the use of BMPs (Best Management Practices) to reduce runoff and erosion of soils. This should be
mentioned in this section and other subsequent discussion regarding soils.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Oil and gas operations will be regulated by Phase II stormwater regulations, as noted in the comment. Phase II
regulations apply to surface disturbance greater than or equal to one acre in size. Best Management Practices have
previously been incorporated into BLM COAs. Implementation of the Phase II regulations adds a regulatory layer of
guidance on surface disturbing activities. BLM COAs will not conflict with regulations included under Phase II.

Comment:
The second full paragraph, dealing with disposal of produced Fruitland CBM water, should be revised to state that
"All water produced in association with oil and gas production and Fruitland CBM production should be transported
via truck or pipelines to an injection well or evaporation ponds for disposal.” It should also be noted that BLM and
industry are working on assessing alternatives that may be available to reuse the water subject to existing regulatory
programs.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The comment is noted. The suggested text has been added.
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Comment:
The RMP/EIS suggests possible employment of Controlled Surface Use ("CSU") and No Surface Occupancy ("NSO")
constraints as mitigation measures in the "active floodplain of the Ephemeral Wash of the Riparian Area." To evaluate
this option, BLM should define or describe the boundaries of that area.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Under the Preferred Alternative, as shown in Table 2-5, Page 2-185, NSO would be implemented in the active
floodplain as part of the alternative, not mitigation measures. The boundaries of Ephemeral Wash Riparian Area are
delineated on Maps 2-10 and 2-11. The active floodplain is contained within the boundaries shown, but has not been
mapped to the level that would enable display in the document. The location of wells would be determined during the
APD process.

Comment:
Although all "disturbed" lands are considered damaged, at times, the disturbance is an enhancement providing new
vegetation for native wildlife. Allowances for the positive aspects of change should be considered.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation

Response:
The addition of non-native vegetation or new seedings to replace native trees, grasses, shrubs, and forbs does not
outweigh the impact of habitat fragmentation and the many areas of bare soil used for well pads and roads.

Comment:
The allowing of any future gas development will require new gathering lines, new transmission lines, and new
productions facilities. Noise, which is not easily mitigated on an individual, well-by-well, or facility-by-facility basis, is
not the only impact to private parties.

Jack Scott, City of Aztec

Response:
These impacts have been described under many of the surface resources in Chapter 4. Impacts to private
landowners have been described under Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 4. BLM has therefore acknowledged the
potential for impacts and has added a mitigation and monitoring section to describe how these impacts would be
minimized as much as possible.

Comment:
Pages 4-4: Redisturbed surface is not included as area to be reclaimed. This has long been a practice under BLM
leases. If the integrity of rangeland health is to be maintained, ANY disturbed area should be reclaimed. This should
be stated in the RMP, and in all Permits-to-Drill.

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
There are BLM guidelines for temporary as well as permanent reclamation of disturbed areas. This policy is part of
Continuing Management Guidance. Additional staff recently added to the FFO will be used to assist in monitoring site
reclamation.

Comment:
Page 1-9: Issue 1, Item 1 on this page identifies the question of whether additional federal mineral estate should be
considered for oil and gas leasing. We urge BLM to clearly affirm that it should be. There is a significant need to
develop oil and gas resources in order to minimize reliance on foreign sources and to provide energy, price stability
and economic benefits to the region.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division
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Response:
Two SDAs, Simon and Thomas Canyons, contain some unleased acreage that is planned to continue to be
designated as closed to leasing, as it is under current management. Most of the other SDAs that are closed to leasing
are outside the high development area, so little impact on oil and gas would result.

Comment:
All current NTLs issued by the State Director should be incorporated into the RMP, by reference. Any changes to
existing NTLs should be identified and justified.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Comment is noted. As described on Page 2-2, NTLs are intended to address specific field or area conditions. They
do not need to be addressed during the RMP process.

Comment:
The P&A rate is overestimated.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The assumptions that were used in the development of the RFDS were based on historical data. A projected
development scenario was based on that data. Data were acquired from both the BLM and operators in the San Juan
basin. Using that data, assumptions were developed in order to bound the analysis and provide a baseline for the
RFDS. The RFDS was used as a tool to determine impacts to the environment while varying land management
strategies under four alternatives in the EIS. While it would be possible to perform the kind of analyses suggested by
the comment, the result would be a significant and unmanageable increase in alternatives that must be analyzed in
the EIS. Therefore, the BLM took the most reasonable approach available and directed New Mexico Tech to use the
assumptions to limit the development scenario.

Comment:
The Draft RMP includes many issues that will require oil and gas development operators to spend money over and
above that required under the current RMP. A few examples are the 145 wells that will require directional drilling
(twice the 73 required under current operations); noise mitigation required by the proposed noise policy; and the
significant expansion of lands (+456,926 Acres) subject to Controlled Surface Use (+128,196 Acres), Time
Limitations (+288,641 Acres), Discretionary Closures (+27,789 Acres), and designated No Surface Occupancy
(+12,305 Acres). A significant number of wells operated by Dugan Production are considered to be marginal or
stripper, and thus are currently being operated on a fairly tight budget. Almost any additional expenditures will likely
have a significant impact upon the operating economics of these low volume wells, and could result in the wells
becoming uneconomic to operate. This will result in the loss of oil and gas resources, which will likely never be
developed again.

John Roe, Dugan Production Corporation

Response:
Extraction of a mineral resource depends to a large extent on economic conditions. The BLM is not obligated to
ensure that minerals extraction can take place regardless of economic conditions at any particular point in time. As
economic conditions change, oil and gas production may become more or less favorable.

Comment:
The amount of horsepower in existing compressor stations was underestimated. This is important for determining
whether air quality standards have not been exceeded.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association



Farmington Proposed RMP/Final EIS APPENDIX P—Oil and Gas Development

P-139

Response:
The estimates of existing and projected compression are based on the information in the RFDS, which was derived
from industry input and data from the FFO. The RFDS is consistently used as a basis for information throughout the
document because it is the best data available. While this was used as baseline information, the determination of
whether air quality standards have been exceeded under existing conditions is based on the monitoring data from the
2 air quality monitoring stations operated by NMED/AQB in Farmington and Bloomfield.

Comment:
Many questions are absent from the RMP. Where do air borne pollutants go? How do temperature differences affect
airflow? What pollutants are heavier and settle in the valleys where people live and work? What water contamination
issues flow down from BLM land across private land into the water supply? Why are oil and gas wells allowed to be
placed in areas the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has identified as emanative flood hazard
areas?

Evert Oldham

Response:
Many of these questions are addressed in the document. Airborne pollutants are taken into account in the current
monitoring data and the modeling that predicts potential impacts. Without site-specific locations of new wells, roads,
and other surface disturbance, the exact location and distribution of airborne and water borne pollutants cannot be
predicted to the level requested. Oil and gas wells are not permitted within flood hazard areas (100-year floodplains)
formally designated by FEMA, but there are few of these areas in the planning area.

Comment:
The RMP ignores the reality that the community's air and water is already in a state of distress. Not providing analysis
of how the proposed actions layer on top of the existing problems borders on dishonesty.

Evert Oldham

Response:
All impact analyses started with the current conditions described under the Affected Environment sections in
Chapter 3, then added in the project-related impacts in Chapter 4, as well as the description of cumulative impacts
that adds in effects from reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Comment:
Two acres per well site overstates typical well site size, especially given the larger proportion of new wells, which will
be relatively shallow Fruitland wells which use smaller pads.

Brian Wood, Permits West, Inc.

Response:
Two acres per well site were used as an average size for all new well pads, excluding those wells sites that are
enlarged to accommodate new wells on existing sites. This is an average used to analyze impacts and compare
alternatives that was developed from BLM historic data.

Comment:
The commenter adamantly disagrees with the conclusion that this will have little impact on mineral extraction
because 99 percent of the high development area is currently leased.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The BLM is obligated to analyze the consequences of actions that it may take to protect the resources under its
administration. The FFO has determined that the closure of tracts of land specified in the EIS to leasing would result
in the protection necessary to ensure the viability of inherent resources other than mineral resources in those areas.
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Comment:
The one noteworthy exception to use of the best available information in the DEIS is its reference to the published,
scientific literature on the adverse effects of roads on the environment, particularly wildlife. In this area the DEIS
demonstrates familiarity with the pertinent scientific literature that documents extensive adverse road impacts on
wildlife. However, even after a review of previous scientific studies that suggest a high likelihood of significant
adverse effects on wildlife, the DEIS concludes that only minimal effects are anticipated (see p. 4-30). Providing a
thorough laundry list of the types of impacts expected to be generated by oil and gas development is necessary but,
by itself, not sufficient for NEPA purposes. The extensive oil and gas development proposed under all Alternatives
does not meet the agency requirement for environmental protection. In addition, the BLM is responsible for
quantifying the magnitude of those impacts and proposing mitigation efforts.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
In addition, the mitigation measures established in the DRMP are considered appropriate and reasonable to reduce
the impacts associated with oil and gas development.

Comment:
A large amount of oil and gas well development may occur on private lands. This is a critical point that deserves
clarification because mitigation efforts will most likely occur only on federal lands. Thus, the vast majority of the
potential adverse effects of oil and gas well development on wildlife will go unmitigated. Thus, they may represent
permanent losses whose effects will accumulate overtime as additional habitat loss occurs in the San Juan Basin.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
The amount of oil and gas development that may occur on non-federal land overlying federal minerals (described as
split estate in the RMP/EIS) is included in all discussions of potential impacts in Chapter 4. The discussion of
Cumulative Impacts in Chapter 4 addresses the additional wells that are projected to be developed on non-federal
land overlying non-federal minerals. While the BLM has the responsibility and authority to mitigate surface impacts on
public lands, it can assist and recommend mitigation measures to other landowners with federal minerals. There are
other agencies that can and do assist private landowners in designing and implementing conservation measures that
mitigate surface disturbance.

Comment:
I found no discussion in the DEIS about timing limitations on development activities that is, restrictions on activities
during critical wildlife periods such as elk calving or raptor nesting Such restrictions are needed to temporarily put on
hold activities that adversely affect recruitment into wild populations.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
See the management prescriptions in Tables 2-5 and 2-6 in the DRMP/EIS for the areas with timing limitations.

Comment:
The DEIS should clearly state the high uncertainty of reclamation success and the accompanying cost of failure to
wildlife populations.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
This assumption is speculative and is not able to be documented.

Comment:
The BLM report, "Coalbed Methane Development in the Northern San Juan Basin of Colorado" (BLM 1999a),
discusses the relationship between dewatering of the coal for gas production and the resultant venting and
accumulation of explosive levels of methane at the surface. There is no mention of this venting or possible new
venting caused by the additional CBM wells in the Draft Farmington RMP and EIS.

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services
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Response:
An overview of CBM operations in the San Juan Basin of northwestern New Mexico and the Powder River basin of
central Wyoming has been added to the PRMP/FEIS. While venting of methane has not been documented as a
problem in the planning area, the planned air quality monitoring efforts will collect information on all sources that
affect air quality and mitigation measures will be planned accordingly.

Comment:
Furthermore, the BLM (BLM 1999b) has identified the entire CBM operation area of the Powder River Basin of
Wyoming as an area of potential methane seepage and potential problems. The likelihood of the San Juan Basin of
being of similar fate is real and the BLM needs to review this pending impact.

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services

Response:
The production of CBM gas and the quantity and quality of water varies according to the physical nature of the gas
reservoir and its hydrogeologic setting. Therefore, it is not necessarily appropriate to make direct comparisons. An
overview of CBM operations in the San Juan basin of northwestern New Mexico and the Powder River Basin of
central Wyoming has been added to the PRMP/FEIS. It includes a brief description of how CBM is formed and
provides the basis examining why production operations may vary from play to play.

Comment:
The BLM Draft Farmington RMP and EIS fail to adequately cover methane seepage/venting along geologic pathways
(faults, joints, etc.) as a result of depressurizing (dewatering) the coal and shallow sands. Several of these features
(especially the Hogback Monocline) contribute to the structural framework that focuses methane seepage to the
surface in the Colorado portion of the San Juan Basin near Durango, Colorado. This structural feature continues into
the area covered by the Draft Farmington RMP and EIS, however, no mention of this appears in the text of the
document.

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services

Response:
The situation occurring in the northern part of the San Juan Basin does not generally occur within the planning area.
Seeps along the Fruitland Formation outcrop have not been documented despite NMOCD investigations in the late
‘90s. The outcrop of the Fruitland Coal in New Mexico is actively being mined for coal along the outcrop which
reduces the likelihood of methane seeps. Air quality monitoring efforts will collect information that affects air quality
with appropriate mitigation measures planned accordingly.

Comment:
The Draft Farmington RMP & EIS (2-212) identifies numerous tracts of land suitable for coal mining that are proximal
to CBM wells. The BLM needs to undertake a study to determine what effects a combination of CBM dewatering and
coal mine activity will have on methane seepage/venting.

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
Also, BLM (I999b) states that sands (stratigraphy) above the dewatered coals will also be dewatered through vertical
continuity between the deeper coal and shallower sands thus affording a multitude of additional pathways for
methane to migrate upward and laterally into shallow sands. Again, the BLM Draft Farmington RMP & EIS fails to
discuss the widespread nature of the methane seepage potential.

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services

Response:
The production of CBM gas varies according to the physical nature of the gas reservoir and its hydrogeologic setting.
CBM wells producing from the Fruitland formation in the San Juan Basin produce, in general, less water than the
average amount of water produced in association with CBM in the Powder River Basin in Wyoming, which is the
location of study in the BLM 1999 report cited.
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Comment:
By dewatering coals during CBM operations, coals near the surface (near the outcrop mines) can spontaneously
ignite. The BLM Draft Farmington RMP & EIS neglects to address the significant and obvious areas of potential coal
fires; the edges of the basin where the coal is shallowest and dewatering of the coal is quite acute. Lyman and
Volkmer (2001) while discussing coal fires conclude by stating, "Nearly all the conditions for the self-ignition of coal
are absent in the immediate vicinity of coalbed methane wells". This may be true, but Lyman's (2001) focus was on
CBM well related fires and did not adequately address the most obvious areas for fires (due to dewatering), the basin
edge (BLM 1999a).

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services

Response:
The planning area is not at the edge of the San Juan Basin so the cited study is relevant and supports the FFO’s
contention that potential coal fires are not an issue of concern that should be addressed. This is not known to be a
problem in the planning area. The situation occurring in the northern part of the San Juan Basin does not generally
occur within the planning area. Seeps along the Fruitland Formation outcrop have not been documented despite
NMOCD investigations in the late ‘90s. The outcrop of the Fruitland Coal in New Mexico is actively being mined for
coal along the outcrop which reduces the likelihood of methane seeps. Air quality monitoring efforts will collect
information that affects air quality with appropriate mitigation measures planned accordingly.

Comment:
The possibility of subsidence in the unconsolidated (overlying) sediments, as seen in Wyoming, is real. The Draft
Farmington RMP & EIS fails to discuss this issue.

Walter Merschat, Scientific Geochemical Services

Response:
The production of CBM gas and the quantity and quality of water varies according to the physical nature of the gas
reservoir and its hydrogeologic setting. Therefore, it is not appropriate to make direct comparisons. Many of the
situations caused by the extraction of CBM in Wyoming do not occur in the San Juan Basin.

Comment:
The Preferred Alternative (Alternative D) removes four existing right-of-way windows (Page 2-148; Page 2-238)
without any justification or rationale.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
The ROW windows in the FFO area were removed because they do not provide any additional management
capability that would not be available through the overall management guidance for rights-of-way. The revised WRCS
ROW corridors that have been incorporated into the management guidelines provide contiguous ROWs, instead of
limited windows, and have been determined to be more advantageous to plan and implement.

Comment:
In Table 4-1, titled "Surface Disturbance Associated with Well Development under Each Alternative," please explain
the variances in acreage associated with the "Surface disturbance associated with existing well pads (acres)." The
existing disturbed area should be a known number throughout the document. Does this table relate strictly to "New"
surface disturbances?

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The explanation of how the amount of surface disturbance was calculated for this table is located on the preceding
page. It describes long-term surface disturbance that would occur as a result of expansion of existing well pads to co-
locate wells. All acreage of surface disturbance in this table is new disturbance. This has been clarified in the
PRMP/FEIS.
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Comment:
Please detail or reference the 53,216 acres by both township, range, and section, and a map that will be closed to
new leasing.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The locations are within the SDAs that are listed as closed to new leasing in Table 2-5. More specific maps of each of
these areas in included in Appendix N of the PRMP/FEIS in the FFO.

Comment:
Do the numbers reflected in Table 4-18 accurately reflect the entire surface disturbance (including road and pipeline
disturbances)? How was the estimated 83,500 acres of existing surface disturbance confirmed as to its accuracy?
BLM should undertake accurately reflecting the surface disturbances caused by all factors, not just oil and gas within
the planned area.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The numbers in Table 4-18 include acreage of surface disturbance from the projected new well pads, roads, and
pipelines. The estimated acreage of existing surface disturbance was generated using the same assumptions of long-
term average disturbed area per existing well, plus roads and pipelines that were used to project new surface
disturbance so the calculations would be consistent. The data is useful in a relative sense to facilitate comparisons
across alternatives and to enable consideration of non-federal wells also. Only oil and gas development was
considered in this table because that is the issue addressed in this section.

Comment:
The DEIS falls to specify how many, or which, wells are conventional gas wells versus non-conventional coalbed
methane (CBM) wells. The DEIS notes that about 50 percent of the gas produced in the Basin originates from CBM
wells, from which one could reasonably conclude that over 6,000 of the 12,500 anticipated new gas wells could be
CBM wells (DEIS at 3-9).

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Agreed. Some additional information on the development and operation of CBM wells in the planning area, compared
to that in the Powder River Basin, has been added in an appendix of the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Economic and operational feasibility and safety must be taken into account when determining the implementation of
technological advances and regulatory changes to reduce the footprint of well pads.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Site-specific decisions such as the technology to be employed for a particular well pad would be determined by BLM
working with industry during the APD process.
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Category: Recreation

Comment:
Conflicts between different users of the Glade Trail system are infrequent and does warrant restrictions.

Henry Gish

Response:
There is a large body of research that addresses conflicts between recreational user groups (see Appendix I). BLM
will continue to work with local user groups to assess issues and find reasonable adjustments to existing restrictions.

Comment:
Dispersing recreation throughout the FO rather than focusing it into smaller areas would minimize impacts.

Terry Rust, Southwest Four Wheel Drive Association

Response:
Comment noted. BLM is still providing for and allows dispersed recreation. Specially designated recreation areas
provide some protection or specification of activities in areas that have special values for recreation.

Comment:
Conflict between recreational users and other uses, and allegations of vandalism from open OHV access are not
substantiated with data.

Derek Cooper

Response:
BLM has noted an increase in user conflicts over the last ten years as the population has increased and there are
more people out recreating on public lands. BLM has the responsibility to manage the public lands for the protection
of the resources, the promotion of safety and the minimization of conflicts among various uses. Appendix I contains a
list of studies on OHV effects and on user conflicts in a recreational setting.

Comment:
The document is in error in only listing oil and gas compressors as having a noise impact on recreationists.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The BLM has considered OHV noise as an issue affecting other users and landowners. Table 2-3. Creates a ½ mile
buffer in proximity to residences, unless on a maintained or designated road, or trail to reduce landowner conflicts
with nearby OHV use. Also, except in high intensity areas, OHV noise is short-term with insignificant long-term
impacts. Also see Pages 4-48,4-79,4-96 and 4-113. ATTN. SAIC: Text below found on Pg. 4-79 Noise OHV Use
should be included with text for Noise OHV Use on pgs. 4-96 and 4-113. “Development of OHV management plans
may identify trails and OHV open areas where noise would be generated. Proximity to existing sensitive receptors
would be considered in identifying open areas in the future.”

Comment:
Unlimited vehicular access contributes to widespread littering.

Carl Jess

Response:
The majority of littering on public lands is from illegal dumping in proximity to the major population centers. There is
no data to suggest that one user group is more prone to littering than another.

Comment:
Aztec Trails should be included as a proposed trail in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Gail Aspromonte, City of Aztec

Response:
See Map 2-7: Proposed Recreational Use Trails for Alternatives B, C, and D on Page 2-222.
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Comment:
Loss of access for recreational pursuits, such as hunting, should be considered in disposal actions.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
Before any disposal of public lands an environmental analysis would be completed analyzing other uses and values
and the impacts to those uses from disposal of the parcel.
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Category: RFDS

Comment:
The reasonable foreseeable development scenario, ultimate recovery of this field needs to be known so we can tell
how many wells you need, how many you need close together so we can make decisions. The data you use for
ultimate recovery is 1993 data, and it doesn't even include the Fruitland formation. It's junk.

Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support

Response:
See the RFDS cited in the DRMP/EIS, "Oil and Gas Resource Development for the San Juan Basin" prepared by
New Mexico Tech, Engler et. al., July 2001

Comment:
The RFDS omitted the potential impact of oil and natural gas prices on the rate of well development and production.
Quantify the effects of higher levels of commingling, dual well completions, and alternative drilling technologies on
well development and production rates. Quantify the effects of higher or lower gas production rates from Fruitland
Coal wells.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
Janine Fitzgerald

Response:
Drilling and producing oil and gas are driven by the need for the resource and by economic conditions. Some of the
information requested in this comment is included in the report labeled SAIC 2002d, available at the FFO. The type of
analyses described in the comments are beyond the scope of the RFDS. The object of the RFDS is to provide a
"reasonable" development scenario using the data as it currently exists. Using this scenario, the EIS is able to look at
different management strategies for the surface. The RFDS did not look at the rate of well drilling and production, as
they are driven by the changing economics over time. It merely looked at what is available for drilling if conditions so
permit. It was used as a tool for looking at different surface management options. Its purpose was not to quantify
each possible development scenario as related to different well development and production rates as various
economic scenarios may affect them.

Comment:
To complete the Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFDS), the BLM contracted with professors at the
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology to conduct a survey of the gas industry. The survey essentially asked
companies how many potential locations are available for drilling, given the acres under lease and the spacing
requirements (i.e., how many wells do you want to drill?). There is no consideration of the effects of oil and natural
gas prices on field development, future production, employment, and regional economics.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Potential locations were determined in the RFDS using spacing requirements and lands leased. The numbers are
reflected in the EIS. Oil and gas operators have the right to drill every well available to them under applicable spacing
rules. Economic conditions will determine whether drilling the number of wells available to them is economically
feasible. The BLM manages the resources of the lands it administers for multiple uses under FLPMA. The idea of
multiple uses includes consideration of the land’s inherent natural resources, including its mineral resources. The
purpose of the RMP is to manage all the field office resources in an environmentally responsible manner.

Comment:
We have concerns about the basis used in arriving at wellhead compressors totaling 12,118 and the amount of larger
compression indicated. We believe the basis for these numbers should be reviewed.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation 
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The amount of additional compression required to produce the projected new wells in the planning area was
determined in consultation with industry representatives during development of the RFDS. This amount considered
smaller and larger compression units needed to service wells during progressive stages of the life of a well and of the
field as a whole.
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Category: RMP/EIS

Comment:
Commenter has some reservations about the Preferred Alternative. As several of our comments indicate, NMOGA is
concerned about the economic impact the RMP/EIS will have on our member companies, as well as the economy of
the local area and the State of New Mexico. Although the Preferred Alternative provides for what seems to be an
appropriate activity level for the next 20 years, there are two factors that may preclude reaching that level, namely: (1)
the increase in size and number of Specially Designated Areas; and (2) numerous restrictive regulatory mechanisms
(for example, the mitigation fund, noise controls, and air quality standards). NMOGA's support of the Preferred
Alternative indicates our commitment to develop the oil and gas resource in an environmentally responsible manner.
However, we trust the BLM, consistent with its statutory and regulatory guidance, will take into account the fact that
our member companies must also do so in an economic manner.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
A comment is made concerning numerous restrictive regulatory mechanisms. The mitigation fund referenced is not a
regulatory mechanism. It is voluntary. The current draft noise policy is a result of changes and suggestions from
industry. It is now less restrictive than the old version. Air quality standards are regulated by the EPA with delegation
to the NM Air Quality Bureau. Every effort must be made to avoid going into a non-attainment to avoid mandatory
restrictions and regulation.

Comment:
Planning period, 20 years. How long is this project? Well, I don't know, it's not in the EIS, it's not in the reasonable
foreseeable development scenario.

Travis Stills, Citizens Oil & Gas Support

Response:
This project, or this RMP, is intended to address the planning period of 20 years.

Comment:
No description of surface restrictions and mitigation alternatives is included in the Draft RMP.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region
David Wacker, Conoco, Inc.

Response:
Surface restrictions are documented in each alternative and in the list of management prescriptions in Tables 2-5 and
2-6. A section on mitigation measures has been added to the PRMP/FEIS to summarize mitigation measures
mentioned throughout the document and to provide additional ones.

Comment:
The document incorporates Appendixes (D-Road Maintenance By-Laws, and G-Conditions of Approval) which
consist of basic agreements and existing regulations that have been modified. The agreements and/or regulations, as
they presently exist, should be used in the appendix, not modified forms of existing regulations and agreements.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation

Response:
The most recent version of the Road Maintenance Committee By-Laws have been inserted into the appendix for the
PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Clarify the status of this NEPA analysis for all federal lands in the planning area. This should be the blueprint for
decision-making by all federal agencies.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Michael Lane, Williams Companies, Inc.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
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Response:
Each federal agency must comply with its own guidelines for NEPA analysis and authority for agency decision-
making. While the USFS and USBR cooperated on this document for development of federal minerals, BLM issued
the Notice of Intent and will issue the Record of Decision only for management of lands and minerals under its
jurisdiction. BLM is responsible for downhole mineral management, and works with other surface managing entities
where federal minerals are involved.

Comment:
Commenter recommends that the last sentence in the first full paragraph and the first sentence in the second full
paragraph be revised for the purpose of clarity and accuracy. We suggest they be reworded to read: "If required, an
EA that meets NEPA requirements is prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed change," and "When
an EA is required prior to siting a new well, the EA shall utilize this RMP in its cumulative impact analysis."

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Comment is noted. This section is describing current and continuing BLM management guidance, which are not
under consideration for change in this document. While it may be appropriate to tier off this EIS when developing EAs
for siting new wells, it may not always be the case.

Comment:
The document is confusing and does not present specific and relevant information. The cultural resource data should
be presented by topo quads or some other georeferenced system.

W. James Judge

Response:
This is a land use plan level document covering 8 million acres without site-specific knowledge of well and road
locations to enable detailed analysis. Exact locations of cultural resources cannot be revealed in a public document.
Watersheds are a valid unit of analysis for looking at resources distribution and other associated data.

Comment:
BLM should take care to ensure that applicable provisions of the 1988 Farmington RMP, as amended, are carried
forward and incorporated into the revised Farmington RMP. The provisions of the 1998 Farmington RMP Amendment
should be incorporated into the Final RMP revision.

Charles Roybal, BHP Billiton Limited

Response:
SJCC’s Deep Lease coal mine that was presented in the ROD for the 1998 RMP Amendment would be carried
forward under all alternatives. Under the Preferred Alternative, additional coal mining areas would be available and all
land is listed as being available for consideration under the Lease by Application policy.

Comment:
I found no evidence that multiple use was the guiding principle in this plan, and sustained yields were focused
primarily on the yields of natural gas, to the detriment of most of the other resources within the planning area. A more
in-depth description of the multiple use principles used in this analysis would be informative and would allow the
public a greater understanding of the parity that does or does not exist among the various resources within the
analysis area.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Multiple use management is one of the guiding principles employed by the BLM, which sometimes conflicts with
sustained yields of all resources. This requires the professional judgment and management decisions by the BLM
related to each local situation. The policies and guidelines cited in the document can be referenced for more in-depth
descriptions of management requirements and principles.
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Comment:
The Scope of the Document appears to cover lands administered by the USFS, the USBR, the BIA (Jicarilla Apache
Indian Tribe lands), and the BLM Albuquerque and Farmington Field Offices. If in fact this RMP/EIS allows for surface
impacts on the Carson National Forest (NF), other more thorough environmental analyses must be included in this
RMP/EIS to address the different project assessment criteria for each land management agency.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Actions to be analyzed in the RMP/EIS on lands in the planning area other than those managed by the FFO have
been defined in Chapter 1 as only those related to the development of federal minerals. BLM responsibilities on
Forest Service and USBR lands are limited to the downhole provisions. BLM works with the surface managing
agency to obtain their requirements for management of surface resources. Other more thorough NEPA analyses are
underway for some of the cooperating agencies. These would be required for the agency to develop its own Record
of Decision regarding changes to surface management.

Comment:
The document is not readable or understandable by the public.

Heather Snow

Response:
An effort has been made to write the many technical issues and analyses in the RMP/EIS in terms as non-technical
as possible. More technical information was provided in the supporting technical reports. It is often not possible to
address the complex issues and impacts for all levels of readers.

Comment:
Our failure to achieve the goals listed in the 1988 RMP over the last 14 years is a result, as much of anything else, of
being specific and failing to look at the big picture. I object to being required to comment on specifics of this document
and not the whole situation.

Don Schreiber

Response:
The purpose of the instructions to provide specific comments are based on CEQ Regulations for Implementing
NEPA, Section 1503.3, Specificity of comments. This section states that comments “shall be as specific as possible
and may address either the adequacy of the statement or the merits of the alternatives discussed or both.”

Comment:
Incorporating specific provisions or programs by reference where the RMP/EIS refers to existing regulatory programs,
would add a desired level of detail to the RMP/EIS.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.

Response:
The descriptions and policies, manuals, handbooks, and regulations cited under Continuing Management Guidance
in Chapter 2 incorporate specific information by reference.

Comment:
Page 3-21: It appears that the heading for the Navajo Reservoir Watershed has been inadvertently omitted in the
second column, and should be inserted.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.

Response:
The text has been corrected in the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Create a second Draft RMP/EIS and ensure that other draft supporting documents are finalized prior to inclusion or
reference.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
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Response:
According to the BLM timeframe, a second draft cannot be accomplished, nor does the BLM believe that it is
necessary. The technical reports prepared as supporting document are valid. Adding information to the Proposed
RMP/Final EIS as a result of new data or additional analysis to respond to comments is a practice that is acceptable
under NEPA.

Comment:
The Draft RMP/EIS is missing a reference to the Biological Assessment on Page 3-42. A proper public review of the
Biological Assessment should be allowed as part of the comment period, as required in the NEPA process because
the BA and the Biological Technical Report are instrumental in the creation of the various proposed Special
Management Areas (SMAs).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
A citation for the BA, finalized in September 2002, has been added to the narrative. The BA was developed and
submitted by the BLM to the USFWS in compliance with the Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. It is not a
NEPA requirement and does not undergo public review and comment. The Biological Resources Technical Report
was created mainly for internal use by the BLM to provide supporting detail that was not practical to incorporate into
the RMP/EIS.

Comment:
Requests for clarification: namely, clarification is requested with regard to the nine (9) references marked in the July
1988 RMP concerning those mandates to set standards and regulate development of public lands.

Don Schreiber

Response:
Standards and mandates have been incorporated by reference in the Draft RMP/EIS in most cases.

Comment:
Correspondence between the various maps is very poor. Maps are presented in different scales with few or
inconsistent landmarks that would allow correlation between them. Specific comments were included by the
commenter regarding some maps.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Each map was designed to display specific information, resulting in selection of a scale and legend to accommodate
the individual requirements of the text. All maps were intended to be accompanied by text that provides explanation.
Specific comments were reviewed for each map to determine whether changes should be made.

Comment:
The RMP contains many references to restricting grazing activity. An RMP for grazing has already been completed.
This plan should not include grazing activity, just as that plan did not contain references to energy development.

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Overall, there are few changes to grazing limitations. Grazing closures are used only in specific ACECs on limited
acreage to minimize damage to significant cultural resources. The RMP must address all FFO programs to some
extent, and the management prescriptions in proposed and carried over SDAs must be summarized in this document.

Comment:
Summary 3: The Minerals section on this page does provide a reference to the number of wells that will be drilled
directionally and the number not accessible by NSO. The estimated number of wells should be provided to avoid
confusion to the reader.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
This information is provided in Chapters 2 in the narrative and in Table 4-1.
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Comment:
Page 3-51, first column, first full paragraph: A sentence reads: "The NMAQB enforces air pollution regulations and
set guidelines to attain and maintain the national and state ambient air quality standards within the State of New
Mexico, except for tribal lands and Bernalillo County." It is suggested that this sentence be revised to read, "The
NMAQB promulgates and enforces air pollution regulations to attain and maintain the national and state ambient air
quality standards within the State of New Mexico. These are incorporated into the State Implementation Plan (SIP)
and are approved by the EPA.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
The DRMP/EIS places a greater value on development of oil and gas and other mineral values than it does on true
conservation. It fails to protect potential wilderness resource, fails to take protective measures against damage to
public lands resulting from unconstrained ORV use, and fails to apply baseline mandates of the Multiple Use
Sustained Yield Act with respect to oil and gas operations.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region
Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The BLM addresses multiple uses and plans for protection of multiple resources in the Farmington RMP/EIS. The
BLM would not be able to drastically limit access to existing oil and gas lease rights without compensating the
lessees, which would result in large payouts by the Federal Government and American tax payer. The majority of the
FFO is currently leased for oil and gas development. OHV access, which was identified as an issue during scoping,
has been proposed for a major change from an open designation to a limited designation over most of the FFO area
(see Alternatives B, C, and D). The FFO currently manages 1 designated wilderness and 1 WSA. The Multiple Use
and Sustained Yield Act is specific to the Department of Agriculture and does not apply to lands managed by the
BLM. Any application of the act specific to oil and gas development on National Forest lands would be addressed by
the Forest Service in their Oil and Gas EIS.

Comment:
The Final RMP should provide maps illustrating where the VRM classes are located.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The Final RMP will provide a map of VRM designations for the FFO. Proposed VRM designations for SDAs can be
found in Table 2-5. See also Map 3-9 for a small scale map of existing VRM designations in the FFO.

Comment:
As it is currently written, the existing situation is not adequately defined or examined, and as a result, existing needs
are not addressed in any of the alternatives. To assume that the existing situation is stable on watersheds, erosion,
and damages, and develop alternatives based on that assumption when in fact the situation is deteriorating, will
continue to damage the surface resources significantly.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The description of the affected environment in Chapter 3 provides an overall characterization of existing conditions to
the level of detail required for this land use plan document, using existing available data, as a basis for comparison
with future actions. As described in many sections and evidenced by the impacts described under the No Action
alternative, it was not assumed that the current situation is stable. Many impacts were identified that demonstrate
impacts to watersheds, increases in erosion rates, and possible damages to resources. It was assumed that
mitigation measures, described in the PRMP/Final EIS, will continue to be applied to minimize impacts, as they were
designed to do.
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Comment:
Appendix G should be identified as a general list of potential COAs that may be amended, waived, or specified to
meet site-specific requirements. The comment includes detailed recommendations for changes to the wording of the
text in Appendix G.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Appendix G is included in the document only as examples of the Conditions of Approval and Standard Terms and
Conditions that may be used and to provide context to the information in the RMP/EIS. As explained in Chapter 2
under Continuing Management Guidance, each COA varies in its detail according to the site requirements and the
findings of environmental and cultural resource surveys during the approval process. It also explains that these can
change over time to comply with changes in policy, laws, and regulations. The documents in Appendix G are not
under consideration for revision in this RMP/EIS.

Comment:
Page 2-3 contains a reference to the USFS cooperating with BLM to ensure that management goals and objectives
are achieved. With that being the case, it would appear those portions of the RMP that apply to Forest Service lands,
but administered by BLM (downhole provisions), would be applicable to the Carson National Forest. This same
comment applies to the jurisdiction of the USBR lands in the vicinity of Navajo Reservoir found in the subsequent
paragraph.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
BLM responsibilities on Forest Service and USBR lands are limited to the downhole provisions. BLM works with the
surface managing agency to obtain their requirements for management of surface resources.

Comment:
Not enough consideration was given to quantifying and protecting environmental values. A truly appropriate
alternative to the current proposals in the Draft EIS would describe current management practices and propose
actions in the RMP "to restore, maintain, and enhance the quality of the environment."

Leslie Barnhart

Response:
Current management practices are described in Chapter 2 under Continuing Management Guidance, which briefly
identifies the laws, policies, and guidelines that BLM follows to protect environmental resources. BLM believes that
the actions proposed under Alternative D, the Preferred Alternative, comply with this guidance and allow for the
development of mineral resources. A section on mitigation measures and monitoring efforts has been added to the
PRMP/FEIS to more clearly explain the measures to be employed to minimize negative impacts to surface resources.
Description of a new alternative that was considered has been added to Chapter 2 under the subtitle, “Alternatives
Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.”

Comment:
Pages 2-235-236: The paragraph on "Regulatory Changes" should be expanded to include both subsurface and
surface commingling. The paragraph on "Offsite Mitigation" should be amended to recognize the voluntary nature of
the program. In addition, the RMP/EIS should reflect that 70 percent of the voluntary funds are to be utilized for
Range Land Health.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Commingling is not limited to subsurface in this section, although that results in the desired reduction in surface
impacts so is of the most interest in this analysis. These sections are included as proposals under the Preferred
Alternative. As such, they may change the existing nature of the programs, rather than continuing current practices.
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Comment:
Most disappointing about the RMP is the absence of any proposal for adoption of modern environmental
management systems (EMSs) to plan and administer the proposed action. EMSs are being adopted by business
firms worldwide as procedures for systematically identifying environmental aspects and impacts of their operations;
setting explicit goals for compliance, performance, and continuous improvement, and managing for them throughout
these operations.

Evert Oldham

Response:
Environmental management systems that set standards for compliance, performance, and monitoring are built into
the policies, standards, and guidelines developed and administered by the BLM. While it is true that the
implementation and enforcement of these policies and standards have been variable in the FFO area, management
has made a commitment to improve this part of the operation.

Comment:
The RMP is silent on known matters of non-compliance to certain water quality standards and warnings from officials
that the community is on the verge of exceeding federal limits of ozone. Not only are these situations well known to
the BLM, but BLM representatives have expressed in public meetings that they believe oil and gas activities on BLM
lands are a primary contributor to the problems.

Evert Oldham

Response:
A discussion of the ozone limiting method and its potential influence on the impact conclusions has been added to
both the FEIS and the Modeling Analysis Technical Report. Because NMAQB and EPA do not know the cause for the
high levels of ozone, they will be collecting data and monitoring air quality to determine the causes, with cooperation
from the BLM. While TMDLs for water quality have not been determined in the planning area, BLM has BMPs and
other requirements for minimizing sedimentation from oil and gas operations as part of the COAs issued during the
permitting process.

Comment:
The RMP has inadequately accessed the full extent of the adverse impacts to the surface, air, water, wildlife, multiple
use, quiet enjoyment, and visual enjoyment of the subject lands.

Evert Oldham

Response:
Due to the land use planning nature of the RMP/EIS and available data, site-specific issues were not and could not
be addressed. Regional resources, ecosystem management, and best available technologies were incorporated into
one or more of the alternatives and their analysis.

Comment:
Appendix A – "Summary of Decisions Carried Forward from Previous Plans" should be expanded to provided
summaries of the implementation of these programs, including the dates programs were initiated, when they will be
completely implemented, and the successes/failures of the programs. How many years has it taken to implement 20
percent of a required (lands) program element? A Transportation Plan, including a road closure/rehabilitation element
was part of previous FFO land use planning decisions, but was not implemented. An intensive woodlands inventory
will be conducted, permits will be issues for research and collections, water quality control structures will be
maintained, and a ground water quality monitoring program will be implemented. The public should know why these
programs were not implemented if they were part of previous land use planning decisions, and how and when will
these "new" programs will initiate.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting
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Response:
Implementation of Valid Decisions is often contingent on Congressional Budget appropriations. Implementation of
lower priority programs or decisions can be influenced by the unpredictable nature of public demand workloads. This
does not invalidate the need for these programs, but may delay their implementation. Prior decisions that are carried
forward are usually those which need to be implemented on a continuing basis, those that are only partially
completed, and those for which funding has not yet been received. Appendix A indicates, for example, that
maintenance of existing water control structures is contingent on obtaining funding. A detailed description of the
implementation history of each decision would add considerable text to the PRMP/EIS and would quickly be out
dated. Information on progress toward implementing planning decisions will be published by the FFO in an annual
planning update that will be available to the public.

Comment:
The key deficiency in the DEIS is that the exact location of oil and gas wells is currently unknown. As a result, it is
impossible to reliably assess environmental impacts and to determine if the proposed activities under any of the
alternatives are in complete compliance with environmental laws. Even if one assumes the area of direct disturbance
to be constant, differing well locations across the landscape can have profoundly different effects on wildlife
populations. It seems premature to develop an EIS at this time when full impacts cannot be adequately evaluated.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
The RMP/EIS is intended to be a broad-scale, landscape level document that is required by regulation and policy in
order for the BLM to revise their Resource Management Plan. It would be impossible for the BLM to site all new wells
over the 20-year planning period, a step that would be required to complete the type of analysis desired by the
commenter. The impact assessment provides guidance for possible effects to wildlife and other surface resources
and clearly states that site-specific impacts would be assessed through environmental assessments and associated
surveys once the exact location of proposed new wells, roads, or pipelines are known. The documentation of possible
impacts to resources can also be used to help the BLM plan the types and extent of monitoring activities to help them
build baseline data, identify impacts, and develop mitigation measures as part of the overall land management
activities.

Comment:
The DEIS is notably devoid of reference to the peer reviewed scientific literature relevant to the environmental issues
discussed NEPA requires that environmental assessments be based on the best available scientific information. The
heavy reliance on the RFDS by Engler et al. 2001 is inadequate to meet this requirement. Credible information useful
to the NEPA process should have undergone external, anonymous scientific peer review and be widely available to
the public for their independent evaluation. Based on these criteria, the DEIS appears to be deficient and inadequate.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
The RFDS was used as a basis for the projections on oil and gas development over the next 20 years in the New
Mexico portion of the San Juan Basin. It was developed specifically for this project and, as such, uses the most up-to-
date information that was designed for the planning area. The report was developed using information from the BLM,
NMOCD, and industry. To assess impacts to surface resources caused by the expansion of oil and gas development,
technical specialists used a combination of sources including the many references cited throughout the document
and the local experience of BLM technical specialists who have been working in the area for many years. The peer
review is part of the public comment period through which this commenter has participated. Through this effort, it has
become clear that additional monitoring is needed, and these efforts are described in a new section in Chapter 4
called “Mitigation and Monitoring.”

Comment:
In addition to the oil and gas projects discussed in the DEIS, other ongoing disturbances are occurring in the project
area. All of these disturbances are changing habitat amount and distribution and have the potential to interact with oil
and gas project activities in such a way that the collective effects are significantly greater than the sum of the
individual affected areas. It is my understanding that federal agencies must consider all proposed development
projects, not just those occurring on federal lands. Even though there is now an extensive scientific literature
documenting the existence of significant cumulative impacts arising from multiple disturbance processes, no
defensible cumulative effects analysis discussed in this DEIS.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology
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Response:
The cumulative impacts section takes into account the surface disturbance and habitat fragmentation that would be
caused by oil and gas development, as well as other foreseeable actions, on non-federal minerals and lands.
However, without complete baseline data that would be needed to conduct the detailed analyses requested, further
monitoring is needed to document the actual trends and determine appropriate mitigation measures, if needed.

Comment:
The overall format and verbiage of the document is difficult to read. The layperson will likely have difficulties
understanding the document and distinguishing between the four given action alternatives and the associated
impacts.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
The document follows guidelines for EISs provided by NEPA. There is a great deal of technical information in the
document and an effort was made to describe the issues and impacts as clearly as possible, using non-technical
language as much as possible, without making the document longer than necessary. The tables comparing the
alternatives and associated impacts were presented to enable the reader to make comparisons.

Comment:
Highway 57 is no longer a "through access" highway across NPS/Chaco Culture 'NHP Lands needs to be
updated/deleted as shown from all of the maps within the EIS.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
This was corrected where possible in the PRMP/FEIS.
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Category: Road Management

Comment:
Appendix D does not provide the most recent version of the San Juan Basin Public Roads Maintenance Committee
Agreement.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
Comment noted. Appendix D is updated in the Final EIS.

Comment:
There are already too many roads in the FFO.

Bill Day

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
A Roads Maintenance program between industry and USFS is already in place for the Jicarilla Ranger District since
1989. The EIS should provide definitions and more information about size and configuration of the different types of
road (access, collector).

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Bureau roads are for use, development, protection, and administration of public lands and resources. They are
classified as follows (BLM Manual 9113 and Gold Book): Collector Roads. These roads are normally provide primary
access to large blocks of land and connect with or are extensions of a public road system. These roads are usually
double-lane, graded, drained, and surfaced, with a 20- to 24-foot travelway. Local roads normally serve a smaller
area than collector and connect to collectors or public road systems. Local roads receive lower volumes, carry fewer
traffic types and generally serve fewer uses. These roads may be single or double-lane with travelways 12-24 feet in
width, with intervisible turnouts. Resource roads are normally spur roads that provide point access and connect to
local or collector roads. They carry very low volume and accommodate only one or two types of use. These roads are
single lane, which may be reclaimed after a particular use terminates. These roads normally have a 12-14 foot
travelway with intervisible turnouts. The reader is encourage to contact the BLM to obtain additional information on
road design and specifications.

Comment:
I am quite concerned that the counties are underestimating the future impacts of the degrading watersheds on the
whole, watershed on a countrywide basis. Rio Arriba has a hard time maintaining the roads as they are. The Draft
RMP/EIS does not adequately address road damage by oil and gas industry vehicles.

Bill Humphries

Response:
The Albuquerque Field Office of the BLM has recently reached an agreement with the Rio Arriba County
Commissioners to assess road damages and to assist them in road maintenance. The AFO will also form a road
management unit in Rio Arriba County similar to those formed in the FFO to address road maintenance problems.
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Comment:
BLM will limit use of roads and not open them back up for use.

Doug and Peggy Bogart

Response:
Maintained oil and gas roads will generally be open for use until oil and gas activity ceases. Major collector routes
would remain open and designated trails would be open for access. BLM only intends to disallow use of pathways
(such as two-tracks) that are not legitimate roads. We have included in the Preferred Alternative 95 miles of trail
identified by the local user groups in the initial scoping. We realize that there are numerous existing trails and routes
that have not been identified. These trails and routes will be inventoried and analyzed for suitability during the
preparation of the OHV activity plans. Existing trails as defined on Page 2-24 are conditionally considered to be a
designated route until they are inventoried and analyzed in the OHV activity plans.

Comment:
County roads are used by very large trucks and comprise a large volume of traffic on some county roads.

James and Diane Benesch

Response:
Comment noted.

Comment:
The EIS does not clearly state the cost impacts on counties for maintaining roads used by oil and gas industry.

Bill Humphries

Response:
The Counties would continue to be responsible for maintaining county roads at their designated level with priority for
maintaining access to schools and residences.

Comment:
Public safety does not appear to be considered in the oil and gas field road system.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Construction and design of roads need to meet the standards within the “Gold Book”. These standards consider the
type of traffic, level of use, safety needs, and are designed to control erosion and run off. If ongoing studies result in
recommendations to improve standards for specific areas, these recommendations will be incorporated as new
standards.

Comment:
Public safety does not appear to be considered in the oil and gas field road system.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Construction and design of roads need to meet the standards within the “Gold Book.” These standards consider the
type of traffic, level of use, safety needs, and are designed to control erosion and run off.

Comment:
There are too many roads and they effect wildlife, cause erosion, and create weed problems. The proliferation of
roads is affecting the health of our watershed and rangeland.

Nora Flucke
Debra Van Winegarden

Response:
Comment noted.
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Comment:
The inclusion of the counties involved is not adequate for them to fully know or analyze the full impacts, both adverse
and beneficial. Road damages and maintenance alone are becoming a major cost to the counties. The economic
burden and costs of repairs, clean up and improvements should be primarily paid by the lessees, then new funding
mechanisms should be considered, such as Federal Funding from the Royalties and from the Reclamation Fund to
help BLM pay for the repairs and reclamation of existing problems. However, 100 percent of the cost of all new
activities should be paid by the lessees.

Bill Humphries

Response:
The FFO has worked cooperatively with industry to form the San Juan Basin Public Roads Maintenance Committee.
The Draft Bylaws of this committee (Appendix D) provide that industry will provide 95 percent of road maintenance
funds. The AFO will pursue similar agreements for areas under its management. Additionally, oil and gas companies
have been voluntarily contributing funds to an offsite mitigation account. Continued coordination and cooperation
between stakeholders will be stressed in order to resolve problems.
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Category: SDAs

Comment:
The EIS does not provide economic analysis of proposed new SMAs and roadless restrictions, particularly on the
viability of oil and gas production.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The RMP/EIS is the documentation and planning process for designating new SDAs. No new roadless area
restrictions are included. The EIS addresses the overall economic effects of proposed development in consideration
of proposed stipulations. CSU stipulations would not require the use of alternate drilling methods and would have
minimal effects on the overall cost of developing a new well site. BLM will continue to balance the national needs for
resource production with other laws that require resource protection. A range of alternatives are being explored that
would achieve different measures of production and protection.

Comment:
Directional drilling may be economically unfeasible.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
BLM acknowledges that directional drilling may not be economically feasible in some circumstances at some times.
Different technologies may be appropriate in achieving the environmental protection desired. Many alternate drilling
technologies may become more cost effective over time.

Comment:
The EIS nomenclature for Cereza Canyon SDA appears to be inconsistent.

J.D. Barnett

Response:
The EIS map erroneously uses the name Carrizo Canyon for the wildlife SDA. The correct name is Cereza Canyon,
as is used in the table.

Comment:
There is no explanation why Frances Canyon is proposed. Surface constraints should depend on field inventories
and field monitoring to avoid impacting cultural resources rather than applying restrictions on wider areas.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
This SDA is proposed for is cultural values. The proposed SDA is Frances Mesa. A significant amount of data has
been gathered for this area. Frances Canyon is the name of the smaller existing SMA. The NSO designations in
Alternative D apply only to the acreage surrounding the current Frances Canyon Ruin and Romine Canyon site. In
the preferred Alternative D, the remainder of the proposed SDA would be CSU and cultural resources would be
treated in a manner similar to the comments.

Comment:
The high development area for oil and gas should be an SDA that allows for access to national energy resources.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division
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Response:
BLM is evaluating a range of SDA delineations for special resources throughout the high development area. Without
creating one encompassing SDA, BLM is attempting to balance access to oil and gas resources while providing
protection of multiple resources with special value. In addition to the National Energy Plan and policy, BLM is
responsible for managing public lands and assets in compliance with many laws that protect a range of public
interests, including the environment.

Comment:
Designating certain areas for their special resource values can increase the degree of threat to these resources
because the public has more information about their location.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
Comment noted. BLM limits the amount of precise information about the location of SDAs (for example, the boundary
coordinates are not published).

Comment:
BLM already has problems with enforcement. How will they be able to deal with enforcement in expanded SDAs?
What is the cost to the taxpayers and industry?

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that BLM manage public lands in a manner that “…takes into
account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and non renewable resources, including, but not
limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical
values…” Likewise, the Endangered Species Act requires that the BLM not take actions that would jeopardize the
future existence of listed Threatened or Endangered Species. Specially Designated Areas are one means by which
the BLM is attempting to meet the mandates of these laws. Bureau budgets are determined by Congress and,
depending upon budget appropriations, the BLM could use a variety of methods to implement monitoring of sensitive
resources. These methods can include use of existing personnel, use of volunteers, and contracting to private firms
or educational institutions. Costs cannot be accurately predicted at this time, but the FFO does not anticipate a large
increase in existing budget to monitor SDAs.

Comment:
Would compressors be located away from NSAs?

Isaac Eastvold

Response:
Locating wells and compressors further from a noise sensitive location is one method of reducing noise levels. Other
methods include baffles and screens and quieter motors. It will be left up to the operator and transporter to determine
the best and most efficient way to meet the standard developed in the NTL.

Comment:
The FFO encompasses extremely valuable cultural resources and they should be cared for with equivalent treatment
as other world-class treasures.

Isaac Eastvold

Response:
Comment noted. The BLM recognizes the extent and richness of the cultural resources within the FFO. Proposed
expansion of cultural SDAs reflects concern for the protection of these resources. If information regarding site-specific
preservation issues are provided to BLM, then treatment measures can be considered.
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Comment:
NSO and CSU stipulations will affect viability of development of well sites and therefore, unemployment levels.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The affect of lease stipulations on the cost of development and the economic viability of developing oil and gas
resources is projected to minimal. Under Alternative C, a projected 134 new wells would need to be directionally
drilled. This represents 1.3 percent of projected new wells over 20 years. Considering that oil and gas jobs represent
less than 8.5 percent of the jobs in any county in the project area, any decrease in jobs would translate into a very
small number of lost jobs over 20 years. Implementing measures to protect resources under CSU stipulations are not
expected to increase costs of developing well sites beyond the existing viable range of development costs.

Comment:
There should be no new WSA designations and those WSAs not found suitable for wilderness designation should be
released back to multiple use. Any access restrictions on existing WSAs should be lifted or significantly revised.

Terry Rust, Southwest Four Wheel Drive Association

Response:
No new WSA or Wilderness designations are proposed in any alternative. BLM does not have the authority to
deauthorize any of the existing WSAs. That authority rests with Congress. The BLM is required to manage WSAs
under the nonimpairment standards so that they continue to meet the definition of wilderness until Congress either
designates them as wilderness or releases them for other purposes or acts.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS does not clearly describe the NSO area around Navajo Dam.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
The RMP/EIS description of the area was provided by USBR, the managing agency. No specific boundaries are
available, but this would include most of the land that is visible from the lake.

Comment:
Each T&E Species ACEC is currently grazed. The claim that livestock grazing improves rangeland health (2-14) is
highly controversial, and indeed not recommended in areas where natural ecological and environmental processes
are preserved or landscapes are to be maintained in their natural condition. Hence, the present assemblage of
ACECs and WAs are not sufficient to preserve the various unique ecotypes of the San Juan Basin.

Forest Guardians

Response:
Not all of the T&E species ACECs currently exist as designated areas. The only one in which grazing has been
determined to be a potential problem is River Tracts, which, as proposed, would be withdrawn from grazing if permits
are relinquished or cancelled.

Comment:
The RMP provides no evidence, justification, or the NEPA-required economic analysis for a 31 percent increase in
limitations to surface access.

W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
David Wacker, Conoco, Inc.

Response:
While there is a 31 percent increase in the acreage of SDAs, most of these do not limit access to surface resources
on mineral leases. The impacts caused by surface disturbance are presented in most of the resource sections under
Chapter 4, including the biological resources. Economic impacts are presented in as much detail as is possible at this
broad scale of analysis.
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Comment:
Please clarify the purpose of the San Luis Cliffs Window. On Page 2-211, is identified as a Specially Designated Area
for the purpose of right-of-way window use. It appears to be identified as a right-of-way window on Map 5 of the
"Albuquerque RMP Amendment/FEIS for Oil & Gas Leasing and Development," December 1991.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
San Luis Cliffs Window is an SDA under the management of the AFO. This SDA contains controlled surface
occupancy restrictions for oil and gas operations. None of the management prescriptions in the AFO areas are
proposed to be changed in this document, so the purpose and management is the same as it is currently.

Comment:
A conflict exists by not allowing right-of-way corridor activity in certain SDAs such, as Halfway House and North
Road, where existing right-of-way corridors already exist.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
Existing ROWs would be allowed in certain SDAs. Additional utilities can be placed in areas of existing disturbance.
Due to the significance of these cultural resources, any surface disturbance or maintenance may be limited and will
be monitored, but has not been completely excluded.

Comment:
Specify that Torrejon Fossil Fauna ACEC has 2 separate units and that under Alternative D the boundary would be
expanded, compared to the boundary and acreage under Alternative A.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
The large color maps in the back of the Draft RMP/EIS were provided to show readers the location, layout, and size
of all SDAs under each alternative. The acreage is listed in Table 2-6. In the case of Torrejon Fossil Fauna,
boundaries in the 1988 RMP and other previous documents were incorrect. The correct boundary was surveyed by
the BLM Paleontology Specialist and digitized for use in this RMP revision. While the boundaries and acreage are
different from prior documents, they are now correct and consistent across all alternatives. No increase in size has
been proposed. Management prescriptions for Torrejon Fossil Fauna have been dropped from Table 2-5 because
administration for the majority of the area lies with the Albuquerque Field Office.

Comment:
Page 2-209: The chart for the Rattlesnake Canyon Wildlife Area refers to a seasonal restriction on drilling and
construction on 37,000 acres of potential turkey habitat in the column for Alternative D. However, nowhere is the
areal extent of that potential habitat described or identified. Because of the length of the seasonal restriction, and the
adverse impact it could have on the industry's ability to conduct operations, the RMP/EIS should clarify where that
potential habitat is specifically located. Similarly, the RMP/EIS should provide the basis relied on for identifying the
potential habitat.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.

Response:
The seasonal restriction on the turkey habitat within Rattlesnake Canyon Wildlife Area has been removed from the
PRMP/FEIS. Upon review of the existing information, the FFO has determined that the potential turkey habitat
receives only marginal use by wild turkeys. The level of use is not sufficient to warrant extending the seasonal
restrictions beyond those already in place for big game.

Comment:
With respect to limitations based on potential wild turkey habitat: (i) a more detailed designation of the portion of any
SDA that is subject to TL constraints based on potential wild turkey habitat should be added to define areas covered,
(ii) there is no consideration of the impact of timing limitations on the ability to implement the Plan or effectively
prohibiting development by making 37,000 out of 110,000 acres unavailable in the Rattlesnake Canyon Area for more
than six months each year.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
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Response:
The seasonal restriction on the turkey habitat within Rattlesnake Canyon Wildlife Area has been removed from the
PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Before any timing limitations on wildlife SDAs are proposed, scientific data must be provided as a basis for the
designations. The information must include carrying capacity, wildlife population numbers, trends, and goals for future
populations, grazing activity, impacts of hunting, alternative management prescriptions, and the economic impacts on
industry.

J.D. Barnett
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The impacts caused by surface disturbance are presented in most of the resource sections under Chapter 4,
including the biological resources. Economic impacts are presented in as much detail as is possible at this broad
scale of analysis. The monitoring of wildlife population numbers and trends is part of an ongoing, long-term
interagency effort that contributes to FFO land use management decisions. The new Wildlife Areas have been
proposed in the interest of improved wildlife management based on current knowledge. FFO wildlife specialists
proposed these areas based on their professional opinion backed up by surveys, but the survey results can always
provide better information if they consist of more years of data, while little is done to manage known problems.
According to BLM policy, the wildlife management program is to work toward natural wildlife abundance and species
diversity and to “maintain, improve, and expand wildlife habitat on public lands” (Page 2-11 of the DRMP/EIS). These
areas resulted in a compromise that does not restrict habitat fragmentation but does limit human activities within
important habitat areas during critical times of the year.

Comment:
When BLM designates SDAs such as Gonzales Mesa and Crow Mesa Wildlife Areas that means that permittees
cannot kill sagebrush or install any other improvements any more. How does this help the area?

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Management of sagebrush and other species of importance to wintering deer does not mean that none of these
plants can be killed. It does mean that vegetative management activities in these designated areas will be
implemented with a priority of managing the plant cover for wintering deer in these areas. Specific management to
accomplish this will vary due to the vegetative condition and trends at any particular time.

Comment:
After 40-some years of observing cultural site damage, I have never seen the cows damage, or in any way, alter a
cultural site, and I have seen lots of the access provided by the oil field road either totally vandalize them, have them
hauled off, shot up, or constantly prowled and what I consider to be vandalized. And frankly, with the growing
population of the elk and cattle having the same grazing habits, the same foot pattern, and the same surface
disturbance, I don't see a clear indication that the elk are going to be excluded from this.

Bill Humphries

Response:
BLM specialists and others have clear evidence of cows damaging certain types of archaeological sites. While it is
not possible to exclude elk from these areas in most cases, reducing use by managing grazing is within the authority
of the FFO to do for the purpose of protecting resources. A relatively small acreage of SDAs would be closed to
grazing under the Preferred Alternative, and many of those would only be closed if a permit were relinquished. Few
existing permits would be withdrawn. The Draft RMP/EIS also cites some studies that found that increases in roads
correlate with increased vandalism and uses this information to document the potential for negative impacts on
cultural resources due to increased oil and gas development.
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Comment:
As long as an archaeological survey is conducted prior to drilling, the additional cultural resource SDAs are not
needed to protect them from oil and gas development. BLM is using this to close more areas to grazing even though
there are already 491,945 acres closed. The recreationists are causing the problems, not the cattle, and more
enforcement is needed.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
According to Table 2-12 in the DRMP/EIS, there would be 25,730 acres in SDAs with limits on grazing under the
Preferred Alternative, not 491,945 acres. There would be 25,442 acres under no surface occupancy constraints for oil
and gas development in addition to the acreage under other constraints. The addition of the new cultural resource
SDAs were included to protect significant archaeological sites from a variety of activities including grazing, oil and gas
development, ROW construction, and OHV access.

Comment:
Grazing is a basic, grassroots part of the multiple use policy that should take priority over cultural sites that provide
little more than unprofitable recreational value. Closure to grazing is totally unnecessary to the availability and stability
of cultural sites.

Cathy Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The protection of cultural resources is not measured in profitability, but is conducted as part of the BLM’s
responsibility to manage and protect our national heritage. Grazing closures are very limited and only implemented
on those sites that are susceptible to damage by cattle.

Comment:
I want to know why specifically Albert Mesa, Cibola, Dogie Canyon, Pork Chop Pass, and String House are at this
time closed to grazing. Three of these places are my mom's ranch, and the other two border it. I want proof of why
you need to close these to grazing. I've been out there for a long time. The cattle are not harming sites, and I want
you guys to prove where they are harming the sites. What's harmful to these sites are people going out to see them.
And I've never been with somebody who didn't go out to see these sites that didn't insist on touching them.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
BLM specialists and others have clear evidence of cows damaging certain types of archaeological sites. While it is
not possible to exclude elk from these areas in most cases, reducing use by managing grazing is within the authority
of the FFO to do for the purpose of protecting resources. A relatively small acreage of SDAs would be closed to
grazing under the Preferred Alternative, and many of those would only be closed if a permit were relinquished. Few
existing permits would be withdrawn. The addition of the new cultural resource SDAs were included to protect
significant archaeological sites from a variety of activities including grazing, oil and gas development, ROW
construction, and OHV access.

Comment:
It is not clear how the BLM creates SDAs for protection of significant archaeological sites. Can new ones be created
to protect sites from oil and gas development?

W. James Judge

Response:
The proposed cultural ACECs and their associated management prescriptions were designated for the purpose of
protecting significant cultural resources from all potentially damaging activities. They were designated based on the
43,000 currently recorded archaeological sites and the specialists’ knowledge of how to protect different types of
sites.

Comment:
I support the creation of cultural SMAs in general, and would like to see comments made on the cultural SMAs as far
as resources applied to the development of those.

J.D. Barnett
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Response:
Comment is noted.

Comment:
There was no systematic approach to inventorying the full range of cultural resources in the planning area, and
determining a set of criteria for ACEC or SMA designation. This means that significant (i.e., eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places) resources will, in all probability, be negatively impacted during oil and gas operations,
resources that could be protected were they given SDA designation.

Forest Guardians
W. James Judge

Response:
Designation of the new cultural ACECs was based on the expertise of the BLM’s cultural resource specialists and the
current knowledge of the 54,000 recorded sites in the planning area. The BLM specialists prepared worksheets that
documented the need for specific ACECs or changes to existing boundaries along with proposed management
prescriptions and the rationale for each ACEC. These were presented in varying forms under different alternatives.
Existing policy that requires cultural resource clearances before any surface disturbing activity is approved would
preclude the negative impacts to cultural resources from oil and gas operations.

Comment:
The number of SDAs that could be extended to protect threatened sites should be presented, as well as whether new
SDAs are anticipated for future protection.

W. James Judge

Response:
All boundaries and number of cultural ACECs proposed to be implemented to protect sites have been identified by
FFO specialists and have been presented in the Draft RMP/EIS. Should new information come to light in the future,
new ACECs could be designated or boundaries could be changed through an RMP amendment.

Comment:
The description of all SDAs needs to be reviewed to consistently indicate how ROWs will be protected and expansion
will be permitted.

Douglas Campbell, PNM

Response:
The BLM has designated these SDAs to enable them to protect specific and clearly identified resource values. Where
protection of the resources indicated conflicts with the availability of new ROWs, the ROWs may be restricted or not
allowed. ROWs would be granted based on site-specific analysis and could include special stipulations to protect the
resource for which the SDA was set aside.

Comment:
Well-documented scientific studies should be conducted to determine the actual need for, or size of, the increased
number of SMAs in the plan.

Grant Melvin, Independent Petroleum Association of Mountain States

Response:
Scientific studies based on wildlife surveys from several agencies, cultural resource surveys, T&E surveys, areas
receiving concentrated recreational use, and the knowledge of the FFO staff are the basis of the proposed SDAs.

Comment:
(The) Continuing Management Guidance section pays inadequate attention to visual resource management. Nearby
Class I and Class II areas will be impacted by the proposed development, unless better mitigation plans are drawn
up.

Wano Urbonas, San Juan Basin Health Department
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Response:
VRM in the Continuing Management Guidance section was intended to summarize the categories and the policies
regarding implementation. VRM is supposed to be considered for all permitted actions on BLM managed land.
Stipulations to mitigate visual impacts that meet the appropriated VRM class objectives will be developed and
attached to permitted actions.

Comment:
Pages 2-236-237: The RMP/EIS provides conflicting representations regarding how many NSAs actually exist.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The text on Page 2-236 lists the number of specially designated areas for Alternative D where the impact from noise
created by oil and gas development is an issue. The SDAs have been categorized as either a receptor-based noise
sensitive area or a boundary-based noise sensitive area. The management of noise will vary in the SDAs dependent
on the category it fits in (see Appendix E, Alternative D, Table 2-5 Management Prescriptions for SDAs). See also
text change on 2-236 for correct numbers.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS provides conflicting representations regarding how many NSAs actually exist. There is no Exhibit A to
Appendix E as mentioned in the NTL for noise.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.

Response:
The number of NSAs listed in the RMP/EIS vary depending on the alternative. Table 2-5 indicates whether a
particular SDA will be considered a noise sensitive area. Appendix E contains the Draft NTLs for management of
noise in the SDAs based on the alternative. Corrections were made to the text where the number of NSAs listed is in
error. Appendix A, referred to in the Draft NTLs, was left out of the RMP/EIS document because much of the
information in the appendix was listed in Table 2-5. See text change in Appendix E that refers the reader to Table 2-5.
See also text change in Table 2-5, (noise heading) for those areas where stricter standards may apply.

Comment:
In the 100 years my family has grazed on this allotment, there has been no damage to any of the sites on the
allotment due to grazing or range improvements. As an example, in particular, I find it odd you would close the Dogie
Canyon School. It was built by ranchers for their children. Yet their grandchildren will not be able to graze this land?
To end their future in the name of the past does not make sense.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
BLM specialists and others have clear evidence of cows damaging certain types of archaeological sites. BLM has a
responsibility to comply with federal and state laws, in addition to agency policy, that requires protection of significant
cultural resources. A relatively small acreage of SDAs would be closed to grazing under the Preferred Alternative,
and many of those would only be closed if a permit were relinquished. Few existing permits would be withdrawn.

Comment:
Page 4-100, Column 2, Specially Designated Areas: The Plan proposes that industry will drill 87 directional wells to
protect SDAs with no mention of economic or technical viability. As stated earlier, economic and technical
considerations should be considered in all development decisions and recommends the final sentence of the initial
paragraph in this discussion be replaced in its entirety with the following language: "Due to possible NSO constraints
within SDAs, 12 wells containing oil and gas mineral resources will remain undeveloped due to be the limitations of
current technology. In addition, approximately 87 wells may be technically infeasible and/or uneconomic to develop
directional drilling is the only mitigation measure available. Industry and BLM will endeavor to utilize the best available
technology, taking into account economic viability, to protect the specific resource in the SDAs and areas of potential
NSO prior to development.”

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Comment is noted.



Farmington Proposed RMP/Final EIS APPENDIX P—SDAs

P-167

Comment:
Pages 2-37-211: All of the Specially Designated Areas on the Truby allotment call for closure to grazing. This seems
to be discriminatory, as no other allotment calls for ALL sites to be closed to grazing.

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
SDA The only sites identified for closure to grazing are the existing Cibola Canyon and Dogie School ACECs. These
were designated in the 1998 RMP Amendment and did not result in any change in AUMs for the allotment. The
proposed Superior Mesa ACEC which will encompass portions of the Gonzales Mesa (Truby) Allotment does not
propose any additional changes in grazing prescriptions for that part of the allotment.

Comment:
New SDAs should only be created after proper analysis, including economic analysis. The EIS lacks the technical
documentation of the resource value, or benefit to those resources of the SDA designation and stipulations.

W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company

Response:
The RMP/EIS is the NEPA analysis for designating new areas with special restrictions. The EIS is at a landscape
level in so far as it is does not provide site-specific analysis or economic impacts of changes on specific well site
development. It provides an assessment of the relative change in economic outcomes of the alternatives, based on
known parameters. Evaluation of outcomes based on multiple scenarios of independent factors is beyond the scope
of the NEPA analysis.

Comment:
The location of several SDAs is not determinable.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Maps attached to the Draft RMP/EIS show the approximate location of SDAs. In order to protect some sensitive
resources, the precise location of some areas cannot be made public.

Comment:
Additional site-specific analysis is needed before designating numerous SDAs.

Michael Lane, Williams Companies, Inc.

Response:
The RMP/EIS is the appropriate document for analyzing and designating new SDAs. The BLM considers a range of
alternatives that would enable resource production and resource protection and must decide on a balance between
both. Through designating SDAs, BLM is attempting to manage for the protection of specific parcels that have
resource values, rather than imposing restrictions on wider areas that may not contain special values requiring higher
degree of protection.

Comment:
A more particular description or designation of NSO areas should be included.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.

Response:
NSO is not a land use designation per se, but rather a stipulation on a lease that limits certain actions that could
degrade the environment of a specific site. Areas with NSO designations are identified in Table 2-5.

Comment:
There are problems with inadequate enforcement at some SDAs, particularly popular ones like the Glades. They are
being used for a variety of activities, some incompatible with one another and some are unsafe. In the public interest,
BLM needs to be able to follow through on adequate management of these areas.

Jen McFarland
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Response:
BLM recognizes the amount of time and effort needed to properly manage the Glade Recreation Area. We are
committed to working with the local city and county governments, and the various user groups to assist in the
management and protection of this important recreation area.

Comment:
The Rock Garden Recreation Area will not be adequately managed by the BLM.

Jen McFarland

Response:
BLM recognizes the amount of time and effort needed to manage a specially designated area. We wouldn’t have
proposed designation for the Rock Garden if people were not using it for a variety of concentrated recreational
activities. Through designation we can focus management towards the recreational aspects of the area.

Comment:
Commenter supports making the southern portion of the Glades for non-motorized recreation only and provides
specific details for a future plan for this area that recommends management of the southern area that is separated
from the main SDA to prevent trespassing.

Bruce Black, La Plata Cliffs LLC

Response:
Because of the constant vandalism, and trespass on private lands in the southwest portion of the Glade Recreation
Area BLM has moved the Glade Boundary north of the private land (see map for Alternative D.) The isolated BLM
parcels will no longer be within the Glade Recreation Area and will fall under a limited OHV designation. Any access
to these isolated parcels would require the permission of the private landowners surrounding them.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS does not provide adequate details or analysis of SDAs and proposed expansions and changes in
management for these areas. The EIS does not adequately evaluate the impact of changes in managing these areas
on oil and gas development.

Bill Humphries
W.D. Jaap, Phillips Petroleum Company
Michael Lane, Williams Companies, Inc.

Response:
The alternatives evaluated in the RMP/EIS address a framework for managing resources throughout the FFO. The
level of site-specific analysis is not possible since many actions (such as land adjustments) depend on subsequent
evaluation and arrangements between cooperating partners in a transaction. Implementation of management
prescriptions and stipulations on leases are addressed on a case-by-case basis. Since there is some flexibility with
siting and provisions of any particular lease, detailed analysis of site-specific actions is not possible within a Field
Office-wide analysis. The RMP/EIS provides an overall evaluation of impacts across the Field Office, rather than site-
specific.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS does not provide adequate details or analysis of SDAs, and additional ACECs should be designated.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
Comment noted. Several areas are proposed for ACEC designation under Alternatives C and D.

Comment:
More restrictions on oil and gas development are needed on popular recreation sites in order to protect the recreation
experience, for example, along the San Juan River and around Navajo Lake.

Carolyn Dunmire, Ecos Consulting
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Response:
The restrictions included in the some alternatives being evaluated would provide some additional protection for
popular recreation. BLM seeks to balance the needs for quality recreation without eliminating potential development
of existing leases.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS is unclear on administration of lands surrounding Navajo Reservoir.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.

Response:
Under Alternative D, NSO and CSU stipulations would apply to existing leases as defined on Pg. 2-237. A range of
mitigations would be applied to minimize visual impacts. Under Alternative D, facilities would be placed at some
distance away from ridgelines to avoid visibility from the lake or shoreline.

Comment:
Clear procedures, definition of NSAs, and public involvement should be provided before adopting NSA policy.

E. Randall West, El Paso Field Services Co

Response:
This is the public process for considering proposed NSAs and noise standards. BLM is considering two standards,
described in Appendix E of the Draft RMP/EIS. See also Table 2-5 for a list of proposed NSAs, which ones are
boundary-based versus receptor-based and where stricter standards may apply.
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Category: Soils

Comment:
Page Summary-4: In the discussion under "soils," the terms "short-term disturbance" and "long-term surface
disturbance" are not defined; they do not appear to be defined elsewhere in the RMP. The meaning of the terms
should be clarified in the final document.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The Summary is intended to provide a brief comparison of impacts, so many terms are not defined. The first
introduction to the concept of short- and long-term disturbance is presented in the assumptions on Page 4-2 of the
Draft RMP/EIS. This explains that short-term disturbance was calculated to represent the average total acreage
disturbed before any revegetation occurs. The long-term disturbance represents areas of bare ground like well pads
and roads that will not be revegetated until reclamation. Short-term disturbance is used interchangeably with initial
surface disturbance. Clarification has been added to the PRMP/FEIS and a definition has been added to the glossary.

Comment:
McKinley County has soil maps available at a resolution of 1:24,000. Chaco Culture NHP has a soil map nearing
completion at a resolution of 1:12,000. We are happy to share information as it relates to your project, so that the
most up to date data can be used for the impact analysis.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
Due to the large planning area (8 million acres) and the landscape scale planning level of the analysis, it was
necessary to use soils maps and associated data that would represent the entire planning area with the same level of
detail. It was also important to be able to evaluate soils using GIS data. While portions of the planning area have
been updated and are available in GIS format, other parts are not available, so STATSGO was used. The new
McKinley County soil survey and the Chaco Culture NHP soil map could be used for site-specific NEPA analysis.



Farmington Proposed RMP/Final EIS APPENDIX P—Utilities Corridors

P-171

Category: Utilities Corridors

Comment:
The EIS does not show where PNM plans to put in new utility corridors so the public cannot comment on these
proposals.

Bill Humphries

Response:
The PRMP has been edited to indicate that the BLM is endorsing the 2002 Western Utility Group revision of the
1992 Western Regional Corridor Study as the designated corridors for the planning area. PNM, as well as other
proponents, will undergo a NEPA process to evaluate the impacts of future proposals. BLM’s policy will encourage
use of existing corridors and those in the WUG plan. At this time, corridor alignments have not been refined or
proposed. As such, the RMP/EIS is not making decisions on future corridors at this time. BLM recognizes that many
of these plans have been developed based on studies and have not been reviewed by the public. BLM’s policy to
consider these plans when reviewing applications for ROWs in the future is intended to promote more consolidated
infrastructure networks.
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Category: Vegetative Resources

Comment:
In all the discussions of noxious weed management there was no discussion of the invasion of Rabbit Brush on
virtually every disturbed site. Why was that not included as species to be managed and control required on all
existing sites and all new sites??

Bill Humphries

Response:
Noxious weed management is focused on invasive non-native plants. While rabbit-brush can occur on disturbed
sites, it is a native plant that has not been identified as a species of concern by the FFO.

Comment:
I'd also like to contest the statement which lists that livestock inhibits revegetation. In many places in mining, they use
cattle to help reseed and rebuild the face if the land.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The statement is referring to situations where livestock graze down newly revegetated areas.

Comment:
Page 2-243, Table 212, Comparison of Impact: It doesn't list grazing at all. You can't take this much land out of
production and not affect grazing.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Estimates of the average number of AUMs affected by surface disturbance have been added to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
It is stated that weed management plans are needed. Please take this one step farther and put the plan into place as
part of the RMP/EIS.

Janet Rees

Response:
Weed management plans are part of continuing management under BLM policy. Efforts to monitor invasive plants
and the implementation of weed management plans will be increased as part of the additional staffing recently
provided to the FFO for monitoring and enforcing COAs and approving reclamation.

Comment:
The section on Upland Vegetation, Page 3-30, provides Map 3-6, which inappropriately excludes the northern part of
the "affected area" (i.e., Southwestern Colorado). At first glance, it could be said that the vegetation will not be
disturbed in Southwestern Colorado by the actions planned. However...the impacts of acid precipitation from
increased air pollution, specifically NOx, could dramatically affect vegetation, particularly at high elevations where
acid precipitation may already be at or near threshold levels.

William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services

Response:
Map 3-6 shows the generalized vegetation types in the planning area as defined in Chapter 1. Vegetation disturbance
discussed in the document is referring to the direct impacts caused by surface disturbance, primarily from oil and gas
development. Currently, the problem of acid rain is addressed at the federal level for stationary power sources only
(primarily coal, oil, and gas-fired electric utility plants). There are no plans at present to include other sources in the
program, but monitoring is ongoing.
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Comment:
The potential for the spreading of noxious weeds exists for all vehicles and all surface-disturbing activities. There is
no need for the inclusion of the term "oil and gas" in the sentence describing the spread of noxious weeds by
vehicles.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
Comment is noted. The majority of the traffic and surface disturbance are from oil and gas industry operations.

Comment:
Page 2-10, Invasive Weed Management: What, specifically, is the BLM doing to control invasive species from oil and
gas activity? Lands disturbed for well pads and pipelines have often been the site of introduction.

Alicia Malone
Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The procedures for weed management are listed on Page 2-10 along with the mandates. Weed management plans
are site and project specific and must accompany all surface-disturbing activities including installation of well pads
and pipelines.

Comment:
The EIS presented by the BLM is deficient in its dealing with possible impacts to native plants.

Alicia Malone

Response:
Without the specific site locations, general impacts to native plants are all that can be presented. Site-specific impacts
and mitigation measures would be part of all EAs and weed management plans for surface-disturbing projects,
according to BLM policy.

Comment:
Exploration activity, construction of roads and well pads, and the installation of pipelines cause mixing of soils and
loss of vegetation resulting in erosion, increased runoff, landslides and flooding. Drainages that are cut off by new
roads change runoff routes reducing water in some areas and causing erosion in others.

Alicia Malone

Response:
These impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 under sections addressing soils, watersheds, water resources, and
vegetation.

Comment:
Revegetation is more likely to replace plant communities within 20 years if the seed mixes prescribed by the BLM are
more site-specific. BLM currently uses only 2 seed mixes for the entire Farmington Field Office.

Brian Wood, Permits West, Inc.

Response:
Seed mixtures should be site-specific and may be updated as new information is available. More than 2 seed
mixtures are currently used by the FFO, dependent upon the proposed site and purpose of the seeding. It would be
too restrictive to provide this level of detail in this land use plan level document intended to be used for 20 years.

Comment:
Page 10, Alt. D, Rangeland: All vehicles may spread noxious weeds, so there is no need to include the term "oil and
gas" in the sentence describing the spread of noxious weeds by vehicles.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Agreed. However, this part of the Summary was addressing impacts from oil and gas development and the majority
of the traffic on the roads in the FFO area are due to oil and gas vehicles.
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Category: Visual Resources

Comment:
Any specific future plan to develop coal in the Chaco Wash should assess the visibility impact on Chaco Canyon in a
NEPA analysis.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
NEPA analysis would be required for specific coal development proposals.

Comment:
The BLM in the RMP/EIS does not identify the locations of the various lands classified under the Visual Resource
Management ("VRM") program (Classes I-IV). ). It is important that interested parties have the opportunity to provide
input regarding the impacts of the VRM program as the process of oil and gas development moves forward.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
Map 3-9 on Page 3-61 of the Draft RMP/EIS provides an overview of existing VRM designations. Changes from this
map would be by specific SDAs at a scale too small to display. However, changes in VRM designations proposed
under each alternative are indicated under each SDA in Table 2-5 and the locations of each of these areas is shown
on the large maps at the back of the document.

Comment:
Visual Resources presently only considers the "planning area" rather than the San Juan Basin airshed. The visual
and economic impact to the vistas of the Basin in both Colorado and New Mexico should be quantified for each
alternative. Visual impairment can increase exponentially to increases in air pollution. We are arguably already near
the visual impairment level for National Parks in the area.

William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services

Response:
VRM in this document addresses the inventory and objectives over which the FFO has responsibility. Monitoring and
mitigation of air quality impacts planned by the BLM in cooperation with other agencies in the region would result in
limits to the air pollution so visual impairment does not occur as a result of project actions.

Comment:
There is no assessment of visual impacts on value of private land.

Bill Humphries

Response:
BLM recognizes that managing development on split estate properties presents situations that can impact private
surface owners. BLM attempts to include private property owners and lessees in negotiating COAs on specific private
parcels on a case-by-case basis. If requested, the FFO and AFO will meet with concerned landowners to describe
surface owner rights and operator requirements for surface protection in split estate situations.

Comment:
The visual impact assessment should consider impacts on a landscape wide basis and extending across state lines
into Arizona, Colorado, and Utah.

Bill Williams

Response:
Comment noted. The scope of the analysis was limited primarily to land for which BLM FFO has management
responsibility and could not be addressed across state lines. Typically, VRM impacts are addressed within
viewsheds, taking into account the distance from which landscape changes can be seen. In this case, the changes
due to oil and gas development would not be apparent at long distances.
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Comment:
The night sky as a viewshed was not described or analyzed within the EIS.

Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
This was not identified as an issue of concern during scoping. However, the BLM FFO realizes the importance of the
night sky to rural residences and places set aside for the protection and preservation of natural areas (wilderness,
National Parks etc.). Potential impacts from actions being permitted in and around areas of concern would be
analyzed in environmental documents and appropriate mitigation measures would be developed and implemented.

Comment:
The discussion in the final sentence in the first full paragraph on Page 2-8 regarding visual design considerations
should be amended to include the necessary qualifier that any potential visual design considerations should first be
evaluated for economic viability, consistent with statutory and regulatory guidance.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The referenced discussion is an explanation of BLM policy related to visual resources management. Economic
viability is not part of the agency guidance being described. However, BLM staff make an effort to implement
economically feasible methods of compliance with the policy. This policy is not under consideration for change in this
document.
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Category: Water Quality

Comment:
The discussion of data considered for surface water quality, beginning on Page 3-27, is very incomplete and
inaccurate.

William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services

Response:
The information on surface water quality was intended to be general to address the entire planning area and was
derived from the USEPA and NMED. Without specifics on what is inaccurate, this comment cannot be addressed.

Comment:
For the sake of completeness, and to supplement or replace information provided in Table 3-7 (which was probably
derived from the 303(d) List), the La Plata River is listed for plant nutrients, the San Juan River between the Animas
River and Canon Largo is listed for fecal coliform, the Rio Puerco above the Rito Olguin is listed for stream bottom
deposits and temperature, and the Rio San Jose is listed for temperature, pH, and stream bottom deposits. Navajo
Reservoir and Lake Farmington (part of Farmington's water supply, the watershed of which is currently protected as a
special management area, but would not be so protected under the Preferred Alternative) both contain fish with
sufficient levels of mercury to be on the 303(d) List. Though not on the 303(d) List, the New Mexico State
Departments of Environment, Health, and Game and Fish have developed fish consumption guidelines for the San
Juan River below the Hammond Diversion due to mercury contamination.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
The 303(d) list was the source cited for Table 3-7. This information from NMED has been added to the Water Quality
section in Chapter 3.

Comment:
No information is provided regarding other water quality parameters of interest. Mercury, turbidity, and the other
parameters that limit water quality in the planning area are not mentioned in any analysis of water quality impacts of
the alternatives.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
These parameters are not listed in available documents. Without limits set for TMDLs by NMED, these limits are
unknown.

Comment:
The impacts of the Preferred and other alternatives are not described sufficiently to evaluate their effects on water
quality. A more thorough analysis of impacts and revision of reclamation policies appear to be required before an
informed decision can be made by FFO whether to implement any of the alternatives.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
Due to the lack of site-specific locations of projected wells and roads in this land use plan level document, more
thorough analyses cannot be conducted. This detailed analysis of impacts must be deferred until site-specific EAs are
developed. In general, it is useful for the BLM to know the potential for increases in roads and surface disturbance so
they can analyze these more fully when locations of earthmoving are known.
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Category: Water Resources

Comment:
Page Summary-4: The discussion regarding water should be amended to reflect that impacts on water quality will be
lessened because of the oil and gas industry's implementation of storm water discharge plans.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
A section on mitigation and monitoring has been added to the PRMP/FEIS. The impacts are presented as potential
impacts that would be minimized if mitigation measures, including stormwater pollution prevention plans, are
implemented.

Comment:
The drilling has caused contamination of drinking water and the lowering of the water table that affects sumps,
springs, and wells, especially in times of drought.

Paul Lerno Ken Stanley
James and Linda McLaughlin David and Pati Temple
Janet Rees Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Without specific data to back up this statement, it cannot be included as an impact. Other causes than oil and gas
operations could be the cause of these effects on groundwater.

Comment:
Has the BLM considered how the aquifer is affected by the acre-feet of water used by oil and gas operations listed in
the Draft RMP/EIS and how downstream water users would be affected?

Leslie Barnhart

Response:
The amount of water listed under each alternative that is used for oil and gas drilling operations is derived from many
sources, all of which have been documented to have legal water rights. Not all of these sources for the water used in
drilling operations comes from a single aquifer or watershed because the water haulers have access to many
sources.

Comment:
Riparian areas are affected by oil and gas companies, not just livestock, causing erosion and sedimentation.

Chris Velasquez

Response:
Under the Preferred Alternative, oil and gas operations would be limited in riparian areas to protect these important
areas from damage.

Comment:
A person in Ignacio, CO has had his well made unusable by a coalbed methane operation. Domestic water supplies
should be protected.

Ken Stanley

Response:
This situation does not generally occur within the planning area because the average depth of a Fruitland coalbed is
much deeper than the same formation near Fruitland coal outcrops in Colorado.
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Comment:
During coalbed methane drilling there is potential to contaminate the fresh water zone so groundwater protection is to
be provided for near-surface aquifers down to 500 feet (Chapter 4, p. 13). Why is deeper protection not needed?

Janet Rees

Response:
The average depth of a Fruitland coal well is 2,600 feet, much deeper than the depth of the near-surface aquifers
referenced in the section cited. Deeper protection has not been found to be necessary because water in the deeper
formations is not potable.

Comment:
In Chapter 4, we are told loss of produced water from various formations is considered minimal and would be
contained within a few feet of the wellbore. Amount is not considered substantial and only a small amount of ground
water would be affected. What is the basis for these analyses? What is the potential impact on aquifers? What is the
estimate for aquifer replenishment if loss is considerable? Monitoring wells should be provided where water quality
may be affected.

Janet Rees

Response:
Normal drilling usually exposes aquifers for only a short period of time, usually one week or less. Onshore Order No.2
requires that all useable aquifers be protected by casing or cementing. Drilling systems use low circulation and low
fluid loss materials in the drilling operation. Monitoring of make up water is used to verify that water is not entering or
leaving the system. A recent study by Maxim Technologies, Inc., used basic chemical principles of osmotic pressure
and molecular diffusion to determine that high TDS fluids used in drilling become diluted by the fresher water around
the wellbore. The dilution effect reduces the overall TDS of the fluid to usable water supply standards or even federal
drinking standards.

Comment:
Commenter questions the classification of Ephemeral Wash as a riparian area because there are no large bodies of
water or streams in Largo Canyon. Believes this is being done to limit access to grazing unnecessarily.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Riparian management is outlined in the August 2000 Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Management Plan (HMP) which is
unchanged by the RMP Revision. The Riparian and Aquatic HMP defines riparian areas according to BLM Technical
Reference 1737-9 1992, as areas that exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics that reflect the influence of
permanent surface or subsurface water. The Largo Canyon meets the definition of riparian.

Comment:
Summary-8, Alt. D, Special Status Species: As noted in the RMP/EIS, "The implementation of Alternative D is not
likely to adversely affect any federally listed species or designated critical habitats." We understand that the USFWS
is expressing the desire that the industry quantify water usage. Because there will be no adverse impacts on
endangered species or critical habitats, there should be no need for quantification of water usage, which is an issue
traditionally within the province of state and local government.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
The Final Biological Assessment submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) listed the following
stipulation regarding water used on any project authorized by Farmington BLM: Water purchased during construction,
well drilling, completion of new wells, the workover of existing wells, or any other authorized activity that requires the
purchase of water is limited to water acquired under an established legal water rights permit. There is no requirement
for quantifying water use. The (USFWS) has concurred with the BLM effects determinations in the BA and
consultation with (USFWS) has been completed.
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Comment:
Potential impacts to ground water quality should be addressed by the appropriate state agency as part of
implementation of the selected alternative.

Gedi Cibas, NM Environment Department

Response:
Information from NMED was used to identify the potential impacts in conjunction with the information related to the
alternatives and impacts under other resources such as soil, watersheds, and vegetation.

Comment:
Page 8, Alt. D, Special Status Species: As the RMP/EIS notes, "The implementation of "Alternative D is not likely to
adversely affect any federally listed species or designated critical habitats." We understand that the USFWS is
expressing the desire that the industry quantify water usage. Because there will be no adverse impacts on
endangered species or critical habitats, there should be no need for quantification of water usage, which is an issue
traditionally within the province of state and local government.

Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association

Response:
The Final Biological Assessment submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) listed the following
stipulation regarding water used on any project authorized by Farmington BLM: Water purchased during construction,
well drilling, completion of new wells, the workover of existing wells, or any other authorized activity that requires the
purchase of water is limited to water acquired under an established legal water rights permit. There is no requirement
for quantifying water use. The (USFWS) has concurred with the BLM effects determinations in the BA and
consultation with (USFWS) has been completed.

Comment:
Page 4-102: The discussion here of "Oil and Gas Leasing and Development" on water resources fails to
acknowledge current federal controls, as mentioned on Page 4-13.

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
All federal and state requirements for protection of water resources are assumed, as described under Continuing
Management Guidance in Chapter 2. These controls are understood to apply under all alternatives. The potential for
impacts to water resources are pointed out under each alternative, with the understanding that mitigation measures
would reduce those impacts.

Comment:
The rivers are the only water supply for the entire population of the county. No consideration was given in the RMP
for the fact that a significant portion of the BLM land drains across nearly all the private land and into the community's
only water supply, placing both the private lands and the water supply at risk.

Evert Oldham

Response:
Water resources and surface disturbance were addressed at the watershed level to enable discussion of the current
conditions and impacts to all types of land ownership and water resources from development of federal minerals.
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Category: Watersheds

Comment:
The draft document makes no reference to, or proof of, actual measurements of site-specific or watershed wide
erosion and sedimentation. Therefore, the actual mitigation, reclamation and repair work required to stabilize the
existing damages is not discussed or quantified in the document.

Bill Humphries

Response:
On Page 3-3, there is a discussion of an analysis done on 3 different watersheds with varying road density to
calculate sediment yield as a representation of current conditions in the planning area. Without site-specific locations
of projected wells and roads, comparison of changes in sediment yields can only be presented qualitatively. A
description of mitigation measures has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The existing damages and erosion problems from existing Oil and Gas Lease operations are not adequately
described and is inadequately measured. The document uses an estimating technique (SWAT) (see Page 3-3) and
clearly states it does not include all roads and pads and makes no mention of unreclaimed pipelines and all other
roads. Therefore, the initial assumptions of the existing conditions are fatally flawed and any assumptions about the
Cumulative Impacts are grossly inaccurate and understate the damages that exist now plus the results under any
Alternative.

Bill Humphries

Response:
SWAT was used in 3 representative watersheds by applying the most complete data available in GIS. The
assumptions on the acres disturbed by oil and gas development including pipelines and roads has been reviewed
and approved by BLM and the cooperating agencies. These assumptions were applied to the numbers of wells
projected for each township and range in the RFDS, providing a gross estimate of impacts from development of
federal minerals and all other minerals in the Basin. These gross estimates are distributed across the high
development area and provide the only appropriate level of analysis, given the broad scale nature of the document
and the coarse scale of the data.

Comment:
The draft document makes no reference to any existing or future transportation planning to reduce the miles of
unnecessary roads and duplicate pipeline surface damage area. Therefore, no serious attempt to define how the
future impacts of new surface damaging activities will be limited. Without intensive planning the surface damage will
proliferate compounding the existing degraded situation.

Bill Humphries

Response:
Page 2-6 of the Draft RMP/EIS describes the ongoing FFO inventory of the existing road system to identify the major
collector roads and to classify and designate all levels of roads. This is necessary before special restrictions and road
system planning can occur. This effort would apply under all alternatives as part of BLM policy.

Comment:
The existing damages causing excessive runoff and gully erosion and deteriorated situation of the road and pipeline
networks across the entire area are so great that they are now damaging the uplands, riparian areas and most of the
watersheds and sub watersheds. The draft assumes that the current situation and Alternative A are essentially
benign and apparently assumes that there is no urgency to repair and reclaim existing damages. The compounding
problems result from the out of control situation with erosion and runoff caused damage directly resulting from
unplanned, unreclaimed and unmaintained roads, pipelines, and well pads.

Bill Humphries
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Response:
Existing erosion and sedimentation is documented to the degree possible with existing data. Impact assessment
under Alternative A, projected over the 20-year planning period, shows that there would be an increase in roads and
bare ground that would result in increased erosion and sedimentation unless mitigation measures are implemented.
Existing BLM programs and policies are in place to control these damages and it is assumed that they would
continue. The backlog of plugged and abandoned wells has been documented and reclamation is proposed in the
document to increase each year to stabilize these sites. Enforcement of COAs and lease terms and conditions, as
well as maintenance of mitigation measures including erosion controls and surface water management structures
must be assumed to be implemented according to agency policy.

Comment:
The types and methods of reclamation, repairs, revegetation, runoff management and clean up in the Largo
Watershed alone will be enormous and as a matter of credibility the RMP/EIS should fully describe and quantify those
costs before proceeding with any recommended Alternative.

Bill Humphries

Response:
BLM recognizes that much work needs to be done to rectify the problems associated with historical activities which
were done according to the stipulations in place at the time, but which would not be in compliance with today’s
standards. Mitigation measures have not been determined or evaluated for any watershed because the site-specific
nature is not known to that level of accuracy for this land use plan level document. The BLM will continue to
emphasize collaborative efforts with industry and other stakeholders to address the legacy of historic problems.

Comment:
The average pH in high country precipitation over a ten-year running average is 5.0. Natural conditions is about 5.7 to
5.8. We are in an acid environment, we are in acid precipitation right now. The effects that that has on our watershed
is that it releases the aluminum, and aluminum has been shown over and over again, throughout the world, as one of
our biggest toxins to aquatic life in our streams.

William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services

Response:
The pH of the majority of soils in the planning area is high, ranging between 6.6 and 7.9 (neutral to mildly alkaline),
which would buffer the acid precipitation. Acid precipitation would not increase due to the proposed project if the
planned air quality monitoring and mitigation measures are employed as planned.

Comment:
On Table 3-1, on Page 3-3, acres within each watershed, they're not broken down by ownership. They really should
be. The Jicarilla Reservation is the headwaters of the Largo Canyon, and BLM will not have any control unless the
reservation is drilling. But it will definitely affect us all downstream. Page 3-21, I can't tell from your map which map
unit the Largo Canyon watershed is in. Page 3-26 and 27, Map 3-5 and continuing with 3-6 lists the Largo, Carrizo,
Blanco, and Gobernador as streams. If any of you guys have ever been out there, these are not streams. They're dry
washes, and I think they should be listed as such.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
The purpose of the description of watersheds in Table 3-1 is to describe the existing condition of the entire
watershed, not just the public land. This provides the background information for evaluating changes to the
watershed both on public lands and, under cumulative effects, in the entire watershed where projected oil and gas
development would occur even if BLM does not have any control over non-federal minerals. While the watershed
boundaries are shown on Map 3-4, the names of the watersheds are not shown due to the soil map unit labels.
However, comparing the watershed boundaries on this map to the watershed labels and boundaries on Map 3-1 will
show you the soil map units within the Largo Canyon watershed. Map 3-5 is intended to display major drainage areas
including washes (or arroyos). Largo, Carrizo, Blanco, and Gobernador are shown as ephemeral (intermittent)
streams on many maps including USGS quad maps.
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Comment:
Page 4-99: Commenter recommends that the final sentence in the "Watersheds" discussion be deleted and replaced
with, "Under existing Federal programs and COAs, oil and gas operators install erosion controls to mitigate the
impact of new operations. Consequently, erosion and sedimentation should not increase with new initial surface
disturbance."

Donald DeCarlo, Devon Energy Corp.
Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company
Deborah Seligman, NM Oil and Gas Association
John Zent, Burlington Resources – San Juan Division

Response:
While it is true that erosion and sedimentation would be reduced if mitigation measures are installed, it would not be
eliminated. The referenced paragraph is addressing initial (short-term) surface disturbance and erosion that would
occur before stabilization takes place. It is also true, as presented in the document, that increases in the density of
unpaved roads in arid watersheds result in increased sedimentation even with mitigations installed.

Comment:
It should be remembered that the footprint for oil and gas activities are shrunk by reclaiming ⅔ of the well pad and all
of the pipeline right-of-way immediately after completion of the well. Additionally, once the well has recovered all
possible reserves, the entire area is reclaimed, making the use temporary in nature.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation

Response:
The assumptions that are used in the document, after review and approval by the BLM and cooperating agencies,
were that ⅓ of the well pad would be revegetated after construction. The initial short-term surface disturbance
acreage includes the total area of well pad, road, and pipeline that is disturbed. This and the reseeding of the
pipeline, which was assumed would be successful, are subtracted from the acreage of long-term surface disturbance.
While it is true that wells are reclaimed, they do not qualify as temporary or short-term disturbance because the well
pads and roads consist of bare ground for up to 50 years.

Comment:
Pages 3-1-4, Topography and Watersheds: The authors admit here that the BLM is NOT taking into account all the
access roads when determining runoff, sediment, water quality, etc. The livestock producer has to take all the factors
under consideration when, due to unproductive land, the permit to graze is reduced. Loss of land means loss of
production. The BLM chooses not to take into account the hundreds of acres of well pads, pipelines, and well pads
not reclaimed to measure erosion; yet, these same factors are used to reduce grazing rates.

Jennifer Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Calculations of acreage of surface disturbance and sediment yield due to erosion are presented in the document to
enable comparisons of impacts across alternatives. The limitations of the data are presented to inform the reader. All
roads could not be evaluated because they were not all available in the same form for analysis.

Comment:
The watershed summary discussed the total impacts of oil and gas activity, however the reader is led to believe that
all of the surface disturbance would occur in watersheds or indirectly affect watersheds. A regulatory program exists
to limit the types of impact listed through the stormwater management regulations as part of the Clean Water Act.
References to these regulatory programs should be referenced in appropriate sections.

Bruce Policky, BP America Production Company

Response:
References to the regulatory programs were presented in several places in the document, including Continuing
Management Guidance in Chapter 2. It was assumed that all guidelines listed in this section apply under all
alternatives. A mitigation and monitoring section that further documents BMPs has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.
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Category: Wilderness

Comment:
Limit the number of new wells, especially in wilderness areas.

Susan Beck-Brown

Response:
Development of oil and gas in designated wilderness would only be considered under valid existing rights. Any
development would need to meet rigorous criteria to minimize impacts to wilderness values. This would be
determined through the appropriate NEPA analysis.

Comment:
The NMWA has identified several areas in the planning area that should be evaluated for their wilderness potential.
The Draft RMP/EIS is deficient in not considering these additional areas. Any proposed actions within these
unprotected areas identified in the NMWA proposal should not be undertaken until the wilderness resources has
been fully assessed. If areas that the NMWA has proposed as WSAs are not designated as such, they should be
designated as ACECs to provide these areas with some protection into the future.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The BLM has not received a complete proposal from the NMWA on areas with potential wilderness character. In
order for such requests from the public to be considered they must be accompanied by (a) a map which identifies
specific boundaries of the area in question; (b) a detailed narrative that describes the wilderness characteristics of the
area and documents how that information significantly differs from the information in prior inventories conducted by
BLM regarding the wilderness values of the area; and (c) photographic documentation that show things such as
intrusions, representative ecosystems, and representative perceived wilderness values. Should a complete Citizens
Wilderness proposal be received the BLM FFO will evaluate it based on requirements found in Manual H-6310-1.

Comment:
The RMP/EIS fails to propose alternatives that would protect WAs and WSAs from cumulative impacts of mineral
development.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
BLM is not proposing new mineral development within these areas, although development of valid existing leases
must be considered. Development can occur on adjacent areas and indirectly affect some qualities within the
protected areas at some locations (such as viewscape). However, the designated boundary is assumed to include
adequate buffer to protect the core wilderness values, recognizing that there shall always be a transition between
areas that have the imprint of man’s activities and those that are essentially pristine. BLM will continue to mitigate
impacts from permitted activities to lessen their impacts on wilderness values.

Comment:
The Farmington Field Office has made no attempt to conduct an inventory of lands with potential wilderness
characteristics in the planning area, additional to existing WAs and WSAs.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The Farmington Field Office has not conducted any additional wilderness inventories since the statewide inventory
that started in 1979. The FFO has not received any additional information since that inventory was completed that
identifies new areas of wilderness character or that demonstrates that areas initially inventoried, but dropped from
consideration, would now qualify as wilderness.
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Comment:
In Chapter 3, we are given some indication of the kinds of sites that might be impacted by the oil and gas
development (Table 3-19). These are organized and reported by 19 separate watersheds, but what is lacking is a
tabular comparison of the number and types of known (recorded) sites within each watershed correlated with the
projected number of wells to be drilled within each watershed. Though available (if one has the Technical Report), the
information is not presented in any single table where it can be adequately evaluated.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
The separation of tabular data between the EIS document and the Technical Report was done to reduce the overall
size of the EIS. No changes are anticipated in the final EIS and Technical Report. The number of wells per watershed
and the projected amount of initial surface disturbance that is most relevant to the number of sites affected is
presented in Table 4-2.

Comment:
FLPMA requires BLM to conduct ongoing inventories of all resources.

Michael Robinson, NM Wilderness Alliance

Response:
Section 201 of FLPMA does not require the BLM to conduct new wilderness or other resource inventories during the
land use planning process, but rather it acknowledges that inventories for any reason, including wilderness, may be
conducted as the BLM deems appropriate.
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Category: Wildlife

Comment:
Widespread human activity over upland winter bald eagle foraging habitat could affect the eagle’s ability to exploit its
food resources.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
BLM determined that proposed levels of development will not result in uplands becoming unusable for bald eagle
foraging during the winter. Management for the bald eagle is outlined in the Biological Assessment and USFWS has
concurred with the BLM effects determination for the bald eagle.

Comment:
Inventories for less common bird species on FFO land should take place.

Janet Rees

Response:
Breeding bird surveys have taken place in pinyon-juniper woodlands, sagebrush, riparian, and other habitats. The
results of these surveys include all species regardless of how common they are. It is beyond the scope of the EIS to
provide information on all these surveys. A summary of pertinent bird monitoring studies has been added to the
PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
Must protect the last fragments of undisturbed wildlife habitat.

Ed Stevens

Response:
Measures that would be taken to protect wildlife resources on FFO land are provided in Table 2.5 of the EIS. These
measures are described in more detail under “Riparian Area and Wetlands”, “Special Status Species”, and “Fisheries
and Wildlife” in Chapter 4 of the EIS. Protective measures for federally listed and proposed species are also
described in the biological assessment.

Comment:
Deer will stop looking for water when they encounter new roads and their habitat is severely damaged.

Leslie Barnhart

Response:
While the potential exists that some roads could limit deer use of water sources, it is highly unlikely. While some
research has been conducted on the impact of paved highways on deer, the BLM is not aware of any scientific
studies that indicate deer will not cross the types of dirt roads used in oil and gas field development.

Comment:
Concerned that the absence of sufficient protection and conservation of important habitats for sensitive species will
move them further towards the need for Federal listing.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
The BLM is also concerned about conserving habitat for federally listed species as well as non-federally listed
sensitive species. The BLM has conducted surveys and has taken measures to protect sensitive species on FFO
land. The results of these surveys and protective measures for federally listed species appear in the biological
assessment. Surveys and measures for non-federally listed sensitive species appear in Chapter 3 of the EIS.
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Comment:
Impact studies on rare and endangered species such as the lynx, mountain lion, and fox species have not been
included in the draft.

Nora Flucke

Response:
The lynx is not known to occur in the planning area. The BLM believes that the mountain lion, addressed briefly in
Chapter 3 under Fisheries and Wildlife, appears to be doing well as a population. Fox species that occur in the
planning area are not considered special status species.

Comment:
BLM should conduct fair studies that exclude violation of the Endangered Species Act.

Nora Flucke

Response:
The BLM has conducted studies of the listed and proposed species under the Endangered Species Act as described
in the biological assessment.

Comment:
The BLM is proposing to dramatically increase the level of development and associated disturbance. This course of
action is in direct conflict with its own stated management objectives for wildlife management.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM believes that the wildlife management approach described under the proposed action and alternatives
would have the best chance of meeting the wildlife management objectives for sensitive, big game and special status
species as presented in the EIS and biological assessment.

Comment:
BLM should provide a more thorough description of its aggressive program of habitat improvement.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Each year the Farmington Wildlife Program implements a number of habitat improvement projects designed to
increase and or maintain the food, water, and cover for wildlife. These measures include the construction of earthen
ponds, guzzlers, trick tanks, spring developments, and water wells. Vegetation treatments such as pinyon/juniper
thinnings, prescribed fire, and seedings are also conducted. Where consistent with OHV policy road closures are
done. In some cases, the plug and abandonment of gas wells gone dry in key wildlife areas is expedited.

Comment:
BLM ignored habitat outside the SDAs or about 90 percent of the planning area.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The scope of analysis in biological resources is not limited to the 13 SDAs. It includes a description of upland and
riparian plant communities over the whole area, ACECs outside the 13 proposed wildlife management areas, and
sensitive species outside the SDAs on FFO land. The BLM’s analysis focused on the proposed SDAs because they
are the best wildlife habitat in the high development area where most of the impacts associated with oil and gas
development would take place. The approximately 524,000 acres of SDAs comprise about 35 percent of the land in
the high development area.
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Comment:
Maintenance of raptor populations requires the protection of the prey base. Extirpation of species of raptors is a real
possibility under the proposed expanded development and ensuing loss of small mammal habitat.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
BLM has been surveying and monitoring ferruginous hawks s, golden eagles and prairie falcons since 1981,
Peregrine falcons since 1991, and bald eagles since 1992. Abundance and nesting success has fluctuated due to
weather conditions, but populations have remained relatively stable. There is no evidence to suggest that raptor
populations or prey bases are declining as a whole on FFO land.

Comment:
Several potential effects to the Bald Eagle were not addressed in the DBA. Proposed development activities will
result in a high level of disturbance and effectively eliminate potential future communal bald eagle roost sites over a
large area. These potential sites could be important to future populations should existing bald eagle wintering habitat
be destroyed or degraded to the point of non-usability.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
It is acknowledged that there are potential wintering bald eagle roost sites on FFO land that are not currently being
used. Winter roost sites on FFO land are typically in ponderosa pine and Douglas fir stands. These stands are found
in steep canyons on FFO land and are protected in at least three ways. First, these trees are not allowed to be cut.
Second, an ACEC has been implemented in these areas to protect Mexican spotted owl critical habitat. Third, human
activities are restricted during the winter in most areas that contain potential bald eagle winter roost sites. For these
reasons, the BLM does not believe that oil and gas development or other activities would render potential wintering
bald eagle roost sites as unusable. In addition, the existing wintering bald eagle habitat is protected by the bald eagle
ACEC so it is not anticipated that this habitat would be destroyed or degraded to the point of non-usability.

Comment:
Proposed development on FFO land has a high likelihood of resulting in a significant reduction in the size of wintering
elk and deer herds. Reduction in herd size would reduce availability of carrion from these animals, thus reducing the
major food source on FFO land for winter bald eagles.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM agrees and states in its biological assessment that big game carrion is the most abundant food source for
wintering bald eagles on FFO land particularly around Navajo reservoir. While increased oil and gas development
may result in the reduction of the number of wintering deer and elk on FFO land, the degree of this reduction cannot
be determined. The number of wintering bald eagles detected for nine winters at Navajo Reservoir has fluctuated
(see Table 5-9 of the biological assessment). Most of this variation is attributed to surveys not being conducted during
certain months. During this same time period, the number of wintering mule deer and elk likely fluctuated and yet
fairly large numbers of wintering eagles occurred on the reservoir each year. Therefore, the BLM believes that
wintering bald eagles will continue to use Navajo reservoir if the proposed action is implemented. Management for
the bald eagle is outlined in the Biological Assessment and USFWS has concurred with the BLM effects
determination for the bald eagle. Management for the bald eagle is outlined in the Biological Assessment and
USFWS has concurred with the BLM effects determination for the bald eagle.

Comment:
The BLM should revise its determination for regarding potential effects to the bald eagle.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM continues to believe that its determination regarding potential effects for the bald eagle is correct.
Management for the bald eagle is outlined in the Biological Assessment and USFWS has concurred with the BLM
effects determination for the bald eagle. Management for the bald eagle is outlined in the Biological Assessment and
USFWS has concurred with the BLM effects determination for the bald eagle.
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Comment:
The DBA says proposed action would have no effect on the Colorado pikeminnow and razorback sucker. Designated
critical habitat for both fish species occurs in the planning area. Large volumes of additional sediment will be
deposited into the San Juan River each year from surface disturbance throughout the watershed which will degrade
existing pikeminnow and razorback sucker habitat within and down river of the planning area.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Portions of the Colorado pikeminnow critical habitat occurs on FFO land but none of the razorback sucker critical
habitat occurs on FFO land. The draft biological assessment states that the proposed action "may affect-not likely to
adversely affect" the Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker, and Colorado pikeminnow critical habitat on FFO land.
As indicated in the DEIS in Chapter 4, there may be increased sedimentation into water bodies as a result of the
proposed action. These impacts would be minimized through the use of best management practices and pollution
prevention measures. The EIS was expanded to include these measures in the mitigation section. Regarding the
effects of sedimentation on native fish species in the San Juan River, the BLM agrees with the general finding that
although the effects of sedimentation on native fish in the San Juan River have not been determined, it is generally
believed that these fish are adapted to extremes and may tolerate high total suspended solids (TSS) concentrations
(Holden and Masslich 1997). Management for the endangered fishes is outlined in the Biological Assessment, and
USFWS has concurred with BLM effects determinations.

Comment:
BLM provides no discussion of habitat use of mule deer, elk, and antelope outside the SDAs. The proposed SDAs
represent a very small portion of the planning area. The ability of the SDAs to serve as effective habitat for these
species is highly questionable.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Essentially all of the critical big game habitat and much of the remaining big game habitat is in the proposed SDAs.
The SDAs represent the best habitat for mule deer and elk on FFO and were, for that reason, chosen for more
detailed study. The BLM believes that the SDAs provide the best potential habitat for big game on FFO land and that
management for these species in these areas has the best chance of success. Mule deer and elk habitat outside the
SDAs would undergo the same types of impacts as described for these species and their habitat in the SDAs.

Comment:
There is no discussion of the role played by well pads, pipelines, and compressor stations in big game habitat
fragmentation.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Roads are the principal feature leading to habitat fragmentation on FFO land. Most pipelines run along the road
rights-of-way and are, therefore, included with roads. Habitat lost due to wells is considered under Fisheries and
Wildlife (see Table 4-6).

Comment:
As part of its stated focus on improving management of big game habitat, BLM should reduce the number of miles of
roads in SDAs. Yet the RMP proposes to significantly increase the road density within the SDAs.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM has worked with oil and gas developers and other land users to eliminate unnecessary roads and to
minimize to construction of new roads. If funding allows, it is the BLM’s intention to pursue a more aggressive
program of plugging and abandoning dry gas wells. This has the potential to create food plots for wildlife while
decreasing road density and improving wildlife security.
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Comment:
No information is provided that quantifies the residual effective habitat for deer and elk after implementation of the
proposed action or alternatives.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The estimated number of acres disturbed and functional habitat loss under the four alternatives appears in Table 4-6.

Comment:
BLM should clearly state its long-term objective for deer and elk in the planning area and demonstrate that the
approach taken will meet that objective.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM has stated its objectives in terms of deer, elk, and other wildlife on the planning area on Page 2-11 of the
DEIS. The management prescriptions for the wildlife SDAs appear in Table 2-5 of the DEIS.

Comment:
It seems highly unlikely that predation is a direct factor in the declines in the antelope populations.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Coyote scat collected in the Angel Peak and Ensenada Mesa antelope areas in 1995 suggests that coyote predation
is not a significant factor. However, these data, due to their limited nature were viewed with some skepticism (at the
time of the DEIS preparation). Therefore, predation wasn’t ruled out as a possible limiting factor of these antelope
populations. Additional data collected in 2001 and 2002 suggest that forage quality, water availability, and roads may
be affecting antelope recruitment. These data and management implications will be summarized in an antelope
habitat management plan that is currently being prepared. This document will be available for public review/comment
during the winter of 2003.

Comment:
BLM should state its goals for antelope in the planning area and demonstrate how the approach taken will meet the
objectives.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM’s objective is to provide the habitat needed to maintain a viable, self-sustaining antelope population. It is
hoped that this can be realized by minimizing vehicle activity during the fawning period, limiting OHV use yearlong,
coupled with habitat improvement measures such as water development, prescribed fire, seeding of forbs and cool
season grasses, road closures, and possibly limited (short-term) coyote control. Augmentation of the existing
antelope populations through antelope transplants may be necessary to enhance the genetic diversity of the present
populations. Conducting a transplant of antelope to accomplish this would be the determination and responsibility of
the New Mexico Department of Game & Fish.

Comment:
The long-term survival of mountain lions depends, in part, on the availability of large tracts of roadless habitat.
Permanent loss of habitat, especially deer and elk winter range, may cause a reduction in the mountain lion
populations.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM agrees that a reduction in the deer and elk populations as a result of the loss of habitat may affect mountain
lion populations. Text was added to the FEIS to reflect this.
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Comment:
The current condition of SDAs is far from pristine. These areas would be further compromised by further
development. It is unlikely that the management approach in the EIS, under any of the alternatives, is adequate to
meet the stated objectives of the BLM in regards to wildlife populations and wildlife habitat within the planning area.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM believes that with the management approach described under the proposed action and alternatives will
have the best chance of meeting the wildlife management objectives as presented in the EIS and biological
assessment.

Comment:
With the exception of the ACECs, the core of wildlife management within the large planning area will be the existing
and proposed SDAs. The BLM has apparently written off wildlife that may occur in the approximately 90 percent of
the planning area outside the SDAs.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM’s analysis focused on the proposed SDAs because they are the best wildlife habitat in the high
development area where most of the impacts associated with oil and gas development would take place. The
approximately 524,000 acres of SDAs comprise about 35 percent of the land in the high development area.

Comment:
There is no apparent protection for raptors other then the golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, peregrine falcon, and
prairie falcon on FFO land. Other raptor species identified in the planning area (SAIC 2000b) include northern harrier,
sharp shinned hawk, Cooper's hawk, Swainson's hawk, red-tailed hawk.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
All raptors have protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. BLM does not allow the destruction of active raptor
nests during construction activities. Raptor species listed under the Endangered Species Act are discussed in the
Biological Assessment. Monitoring and management for golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, prairie falcon, and peregrine
falcon are outlined in the DEIS. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act provides adequate protection for other raptors.

Comment:
Given the negative impact that human disturbance has on raptor populations, it is likely that raptor populations, as a
whole, are declining throughout the planning area. The DEI made no attempt to describe the current condition of
raptor habitat.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
BLM has been surveying and monitoring golden eagles, ferruginous hawks, and prairie falcons since 1981, Peregrine
falcons since 1991, and bald eagles since 1992. Abundance and nesting success has fluctuated probably due to
weather conditions and cyclic prey abundance, but populations of ferruginous hawk and golden eagle have remained
relatively stable. Peregrine falcon nest territories have increased as have apparent numbers of wintering bald eagles.
There is no evidence to suggest that raptor populations are declining as a whole on FFO land.

Comment:
I can only assume that areas outside the SDAs have been at least equally if not more impacted by development
activities. Current available breeding habitat for raptors in the wildlife SDAs is very limited.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
BLM implements a Raptor management Policy (Feb 1, 2000) for golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, prairie falcon, and
peregrine falcon active nests between March 1 and June 30. The management policy prohibits major construction
activities with ⅓ mile of an active nest such as well drilling, well workovers, pipeline construction, or other significant
disturbances. Many active nests are near roads and road traffic has not been shown to deter or disrupt raptor nesting.
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Comment:
No protection is given to suitable but currently unoccupied raptor habitat.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
Intensive oil and gas development has been taking place in the high development areas for a number of years.
Raptors that nest in this area are adapted to this increased human activity and noise Results of raptor monitoring
over the past 10 years indicates that raptors adapt to disturbed habitats within the high development areas. There is
relatively little development taking place outside the high oil and gas development area (see Map 2-1). Suitable
unoccupied habitat is available in this large area throughout the planning area.

Comment:
The current and proposed development will result in high-density, well-distributed disturbance across the planning
area.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The results of raptor monitoring indicate that raptors adapt to habitat disturbance in areas of high oil and gas
development. Oil and gas development will essentially be confined to the high development area (see Map 2-1) and
will not be well distributed across the planning area.

Comment:
No meaningful trend information is provided for any of the raptor species inhabiting the planning area. There is a
potential for a decline in the ferruginous hawk breeding population because the number of breeding pairs has
declined from seven (in 1997) to four (in 1999). The land manager must consider this trend as an indicator.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
BLM has been surveying and monitoring ferruginous hawks , golden eagles and prairie falcons since 1981, Peregrine
falcons since 1991, and bald eagles since 1992. Abundance and nesting success has fluctuated due to weather
conditions, but populations have remained relatively stable. There is no evidence to suggest that raptor populations
are declining as a whole on FFO land. Ferruginous hawk monitoring from 1981 to 1985 resulted in an average of
5 active nests per year, and data indicates that the number of active ferruginous hawk nests has remained stable for
the past 20 years.

Comment:
BLM ignored habitat outside the SDAs or about 90 percent of the planning area when analyzing the potential effects
to songbirds, passerines and other avian species.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The BLM’s analysis focused on the proposed SDAs because they are the best wildlife habitat in the high
development area where most of the impacts associated with oil and gas development would take place. The
approximately 524,000 acres of SDAs comprise about 35 percent of the land in the high development area.

Comment:
No information provided regarding the loggerhead shrike population trends on FFO land.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
It is acknowledged that the loggerhead shrike populations on FFO have likely declined as they have in the rest of
New Mexico. However, point count survey data collected during the spring and in the winter over 8 different survey
routes in the FFO area suggest that loggerhead shrike populations are stable or possibly increasing. The number of
loggerhead shrikes observed on these surveys are: 1999 – 2, 2000 – 1, 2001 – 1, 2002 – 6. These data, compared to
BBS data collected in the FFO area and compiled by the USGS indicate that loggerhead shrike numbers have
stabilized at a very low number. Shrike numbers for the past 10-12 years in the area southeast of Farmington appear
to be holding steady. Monitoring for these birds will continue as part of the BLM’s overall avian species monitoring
effort.
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Comment:
Current status of bird populations on planning area is not known.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
A summary of bird survey data is presented in Appendix O.

Comment:
DEIS does not describe the nature of road disturbances in cited studies. No discussion of habitat fragmentation on
birds. DEIS does not discuss cowbird parasitism.

Barry Rhea, Rhea Environmental Consulting

Response:
The discussion of studies dealing with the effects of roads on birds was expanded per the comment. The EIS was
expanded to include a discussion of habitat fragmentation on birds.

Comment:
Wildlife analysis is very cursory and unspecific.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
More details regarding wildlife resources on the planning area are provided in the “Biological Resources Technical
Report Background Information on Biological Resources for the Farmington Draft RMP/EIS”.

Comment:
Decreasing well spacing will lead to more habitat fragmentation which may result in an increase in brown-headed
cowbird parasitism.

Janet Rees

Response:
The BLM agrees that decreasing well spacing will lead to increased habitat fragmentation, however effects on
cowbird parasitism rates are subject to scientific debate. Recent research has found that cowbird parasitism does not
necessarily increase with increasing fragmentation (Tewksbury et al. 1998) The EIS has been expanded to address
potential impacts of brown-headed cowbird parasitism.

Comment:
BLM should consult the findings of Partners-in-Flight regarding obligate and semi-obligate bird species in pinyon-
juniper and other habitats in the oil and gas development area.

Janet Rees

Response:
The BLM has working relationships with PIF, Hawks Aloft, and the New Mexico Department of Game & Fish. As the
need arises these groups may be consulted for information or advice. The FFO is also knowledgeable with respect to
the recommendations and information contained in PIF’s “Draft Land Bird Conservation Plan” for New Mexico.
Recommendations and findings provided within this plan will be considered by BLM in future land management
activities.

Comment:
Livestock and wildlife have been poisoned by well discharges not properly fenced or covered.

Janet Rees

Response:
BLM has increased its attention to on-site compliance issues such as the fencing of well disposal pits and storage
tanks on locations. Suspected poisoning of livestock or wildlife are investigated and remedial action taken.
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Comment:
BLM must consider status of bear and mountain lion in the planning area.

Janet Rees

Response:
The DEIS briefly mentions the mountain lion and black bear in the planning area under “Fisheries and Wildlife” in
Chapter 3: BLM has relatively little bear habitat. In those areas where bear are observed BLM attempts to maintain
reliable sources of water, cover and food. Specifically, BLM uses thinning and RX fire to increase herbaceous
vegetation, invertebrates, and small mammals. Gambel oak are managed for their mast production and in some
thinning operations slash is left for potential denning sites. With respect to mountain lions it is felt that habitat
improvements directed towards deer and elk will also benefit lions.

Comment:
Baseline data for small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians should be provided.

Janet Rees

Response:
Due to funding and personnel constraints, the BLM has no plans to conduct small mammal, reptile, or amphibian
baseline surveys at this time.

Comment:
BLM should continue to monitor the gray vireo and other species to determine effects of habitat fragmentation.

Gary Markestad, XTO Energy, Inc.
Janet Rees

Response:
As indicated in the EIS, BLM conducted a 3-year monitoring study of the gray vireo on FFO land. This species was
found at 54 locations and it is considered a fairly common species in the planning area. Further, most of these
locations occur in fragmented pinyon-juniper habitat in high oil and gas development areas. Based on these surveys,
the BLM FFO recommends that this species be removed from the State list of threatened species. In addition, this
species has not shown a statistically significant annual rate of change on the Colorado Plateau (Partners in Flight
2000). Therefore, the BLM does not believe further monitoring of this species is warranted at this time.

Comment:
The FFO should provide ongoing monitoring for all special-status species given that effects cannot be predicted.

Janet Rees

Response:
The FFO currently monitors special-status species that have the potential to be affected by oil and gas development
and other activities. These monitoring activities are described in the DEIS and biological assessment.

Comment:
The most recent data regarding bird species on FFO land should be included in the EIS.

Janet Rees

Response:
The FFO has point count survey data for all avian species encountered on 8 different survey routes within 5 different
habitat types for the years 1999 to the present. A summary of these data has been included in the FEIS.

Comment:
Results of consultations with the USFWS should be included in the EIS.

Janet Rees

Response:
A summary of the Biological Assessment and other pertinent information related to FFO consultation with the USFWS
for the RMP/EIS has been included in the FEIS.
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Comment:
FFO should consult the BLM Colorado Plateau website.

Janet Rees

Response:
The BLM Colorado Plateau website was consulted. The FFO has conducted a study to assess the effects of
compressor noise on birds in pinyon/juniper habitat. In addition, the FFO is currently developing an additional study to
determine if compressor noise affects the nest locations of birds in pinyon/juniper habitat. The FFO is also monitoring
the effects on avian species of thinning, burning, and reseeding with cool season grasses and forbs in a
pinyon/juniper habitat type. The FFO recognizes the value of the pinyon/juniper habitat type to wildlife and is
endeavoring to manage it accordingly.

Comment:
DEIS does not provide any information on the potential for increased brown-headed cowbird parasitism on various
bird species on FFO land due to habitat disturbance.

Janet Rees

Response:
The potential affects of cowbird parasitism on the southwestern willow flycatcher appear in the biological assessment.
It is also stated in this assessment that if the southwestern willow flycatcher were to nest on FFO land, measures to
protect these birds from the brown-headed cowbird would be taken as required. Information has been collected
regarding the occurrence of the brown-headed cowbird during breeding bird surveys on FFO land and this
information has been summarized in the FEIS. The factors affecting cowbird demographics are a topic of scientific
debate (see Tewksbury et al. 1998 as well as various papers in Morrison et al. 1999). Caution is necessary when
trying to project cause and effect relationship across different habitat types.

Comment:
BLM should broaden the scope of its analysis to include all of the FFO area, not just the 13 wildlife SDAs.

Janet Rees

Response:
The scope of analysis in biological resources is not limited to the 13 SDAs. It includes a description of upland and
riparian plant communities over the whole area, ACECs outside the 13 proposed wildlife management areas, and
sensitive species outside the SDAs on FFO land. The BLM’s impacts analysis on wildlife focused on the proposed
SDAs because they are the best wildlife habitat in the high oil and gas development area where most of the impacts
associated with oil and gas development would take place.

Comment:
No scientific analysis of the effects of habitat fragmentation.

Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute
Janet Rees

Response:
578 Providing a scientific analysis of the effects of fragmentation in the San Juan Basin is problematic. Because of
the extent of existing habitat fragmentation (both natural interspersion of structurally contrasting vegetation
communities and historic oil and gas development) there are no large blocks of uniform undisturbed habitat which
could serve as a baseline for rigorous comparison.

Comment:
Consider impacts to wildlife due to fragmentation.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Impacts to wildlife due to fragmentation are addressed in the DEIS.
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Comment:
Roads not really bothering wildlife as much as indicated in the DEIS. Lack of vegetation due to building activities is
the problem.

Barbara Truby, Truby Ranch

Response:
Comment acknowledged.

Comment:
Increased air pollution could result in increased acidity in precipitation resulting in the degradation of the Animas
River watershed.

William Simon, Alpine Environmental Services

Response:
There is no evidence that oil and gas development and operation- or other land management activities on FFO land-
have resulted in increased acidity in the precipitation.

Comment:
The primary effect of oil and gas exploration and extraction on native species is habitat fragmentation.

Forest Guardians

Response:
The BLM agrees and has assessed the impacts of habitat fragmentation on wildlife in the DEIS.

Comment:
RMP must develop OHV designations to maintain continuous blocks of undisturbed habitat.

Forest Guardians
Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
Chapter 2 provides specific details describing how OHV designations would be applied under each alternative. Due to
more than 50 years of development, there are no large roadless areas in that portion of the FFO undergoing oil and
gas development.

Comment:
BLM should complete inventories, compile available information on avian habitat needs, fragmentation, and the
interrelationships in the ecosystems involved.

Janet Rees

Response:
As indicated in the EIS, BLM conducted a 3-year monitoring study of the gray vireo on FFO land. This species was
found at 54 locations and it is considered a fairly common species in the planning area. Further, most of these
locations occur in fragmented pinyon-juniper habitat in high oil and gas development areas. Based on these surveys,
the BLM FFO recommends that this species be removed from the State list of threatened species. In addition, this
species has not shown a statistically significant annual rate of change on the Colorado Plateau (Partners in Flight
2000). Therefore, the BLM does not believe further monitoring of this species is warranted at this time. The BLM’s
analysis focused on the proposed SDAs because they are the best wildlife habitat in the high development area
where most of the impacts associated with oil and gas development would take place. The approximately 524,000
acres of SDAs comprise about 35 percent of the land in the high development area.
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Comment:
If the proposed action were implemented, only 12 percent of the areas wildlife habitat would be further than a few
hundred yards from the nearest road.

Kevin Drees

Response:
The impacts analysis indicated that under the proposed action, 12 percent of the land in the 13 proposed wildlife
SMAs would be further than 0.25 mile from a roads while an estimated 48 percent of the land would be 660 feet from
a road.

Comment:
Management to improve wildlife habitat is not even indicated as a primary issue in the RMP but appears, instead, to
be a subset of oil and gas development.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
Wildlife management on FFO land is a distinct program and is not a subset of oil and gas development. See “Special
Status Species,” “Wildlife and Wildlife habitat,” and “Riparian” under “Continuing Management Guidance” for details
on the management of biological resources on FFO land.

Comment:
An assumption is being made to eliminate the open designation, an assumption that is not backed up by facts.

Derek Cooper
Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The text in question does not mention the elimination of open designation.

Comment:
There is a lack of baseline data on current wildlife populations.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The BLM has conducted long-term monitoring of wintering bald eagle and nesting peregrine falcons on FFO land and
has trend data for these species. It has initiated long-term monitoring of other sensitive raptors such as the
ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, and prairie falcon and will obtain trend data from these studies. The number of active
ferruginous hawk nests in 1999 was 5, which is the same as in 1998. As indicated in the comment, this study has not
yet been conducted long enough to determine any meaningful trends. Therefore, the BLM believes it is premature to
make statements about potentially declining ferruginous hawk populations.

Comment:
A weakness throughout the study has been reliance on professional judgments to justify various changes in present
practices in terms of expanding existing special management areas and to restrict access through controlling surface
use or no surface occupancy.

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation

Response:
The major expansion of special management areas for biological resources is the expansion of wildlife SMAs under
the proposed action. Survey data has indicated that these areas are important big game habitat (i.e., critical winter
range and important pronghorn antelope habitat) and there is evidence that the mule deer populations on FFO land
are on the decline. The analysis of present and future oil and gas operations under the proposed action indicate that
habitat loss and fragmentation will increase in this important big game habitat over time. The expansion of the wildlife
SMAs under the proposed action with surface occupancy constraints is consistent with BLM’s responsibilities
regarding wildlife management on FFO land.
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Comment:
DEIS fails to consider other activities in the San Juan basin in terms of cumulative impacts.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The cumulative impacts analysis focused on oil and gas development on non-federal land in the planning area. As
indicated in the cumulative impacts section, decisions about other actions in the planning area in terms of locations,
timing, and magnitude are not well known.

Comment:
Roads disrupt wildlife migration and break up the habitat of animals that will not cross roads.

Alicia Malone

Response:
The effects of roads on wildlife population was addressed in some detail in the DRMP-EIS and supporting Biological
Resources Technical Report.

Comment:
Any possible way to minimize roads and improve the number, size, and connectivity of these fragments.

Bill Day

Response:
A mitigation section was added to the EIS which includes measures to reduce the number of miles of new roads and
eliminate unnecessary roads.

Comment:
Habitat fragmentation can lead to additional poaching.

David Weingarten, NM Wildlife Federation

Response:
Such an effect was discussed in the “Biological Resources Technical Report.”

Comment:
The last fragments of the areas of undisturbed wildlife habitat must be protected. The new roads that would need to
be built for this project would reduce by half the already shrinking habitat for elk, deer and other wildlife.

Susan Wible

Response:
As indicated on Table 4-6 of the DRMP-EIS, the amount of land disturbed in the 13 proposed wildlife SMAs would
increase from 4.8 to 6.9 percent for the proposed action. Functional habitat loss 660 feet from roads would increase
from 46 to 52 percent and 1,320 feet from roads 75 to 88 percent under the proposed action.

Comment:
Habitat fragmentation and increased noise pollution are detrimental to wildlife.

Jan Holt

Response:
The effects of roads on wildlife population was addressed in some detail in the DRMP-EIS and supporting “Biological
Resources Technical Report.”
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Comment:
There is little indication in the DEIS of the effects of past management, the current conditions within these
ecosystems, or the status of the species that inhabit them.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The BLM disagrees with these generalizations. The effects of past oil and gas development and operations
particularly in critical big game habitat is addressed in some detail in the DEIS and background report. The effects of
past, current, and future management on federally listed species that occur or have the potential to occur on FFO
land has also been addressed in detail in the DEIS and biological assessment. The BLM has conducted long-term
monitoring of these species and provided mitigation to reduce the potential impacts of resource management
activities on these species. The BLM has also conducted surveys for others sensitive species and non-game birds
and taken measures to protect these species.

Comment:
The DEIS fails completely to thoroughly analyze the impact of oil and gas development on wildlife populations and
their habitats.

Mark Pearson, San Juan Citizens Alliance

Response:
The BLM also disagrees with this generalization. As the commenter notes, the BLM did do a thorough discussion of
the potential impact of roads associated with oil and gas development. It should be noted that that the DEIS does not
conclude that the proposed oil and gas development will have minimal impact on wildlife populations as indicated in
the comment. The DEIS does state that the degree of impact of current and projected oil and gas development
cannot be quantified and provides reasons for this. See effects of oil and gas leasing and development under
fisheries and wildlife under Alternative A. Much of the uncertainty regarding the level of this impact is related to the
lack of site-specific data. The BLM has also analyzed the impacts of oil and gas development on sensitive species
and sensitive species potential habitat and has taken measures to protect them from development. This includes
species such as the Knowlton’s cactus, Mesa Verde cactus, Mancos milk vetch, Aztec gilia, Brack’s fishhook cactus,
bald eagle, golden eagle, peregrine falcon, prairie falcon, ferruginous hawk, Mexican spotted owl potential habitat,
mountain plover, gray vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher potential habitat, yellow-billed cuckoo potential habitat,
western burrowing owl, and various species of bats.

Comment:
What is justification for establishment of Mexican spotted owl ACEC?

Gary Brink, Energen Resources Corporation

Response:
BLM cooperates with the USFWS in the preservation of species as outlined in the Endangered Species Act. BLM
proposes to establish the Laguna Seca Area of Environmental Concern (ACEC) to protect and manage the USFWS
designated Mexican spotted owl critical habitat in accordance with the 1995 Recovery Plan for the Mexican Spotted
Owl (MSO). The Biological Assessment (BA) analyses the impacts of the RMP Revision to the MSO and the
management actions planned. A MSO was detected in the designated critical habitat during the summer of 2002 -
see BA Pages 5-53 to 5-55. The USFWS has concurred with MSO management and effects determination as
outlined in the BA.

Comment:
Other species, including raptors, would also be negatively impacted by road density.

David Weingarten, NM Wildlife Federation

Response:
The BLM has taken measures to limit road construction in some raptor habitat such as bald eagle wintering habitat,
riparian areas, potential Mexican spotted owl habitat. In addition, a large part of the planning area is outside the high
oil and gas development area an new road construction in this area will be minimal.
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Comment:
Only 12 percent of the areas wildlife habitat would be further than a few hundred yards from the nearest road.

Jane McGarry

Response:
The impacts analysis indicated that under the proposed action, 12 percent of the land in the 13 proposed wildlife
SMAs would be further than 0.25 mile from a roads while an estimated 48 percent of the land would be 660 feet from
a road.

Comment:
Construction of 800 miles of road will fragment habitat and clearing of 44,000 acres of land will shrink refuge to
wildlife.

Alicia Malone

Response:
The effects of roads on wildlife population was addressed in some detail in the DRMP-EIS and supporting “Biological
Resources Technical Report.”

Comment:
Remaining wildlife habitat cannot stand additional fragmentation.

Chris and Patty Isensee

Response:
The effects of roads on wildlife population was addressed in some detail in the DRMP-EIS and supporting Biological
Resources Technical Report.

Comment:
The Draft RMP is totally lacking in any meaningful wildlife enhancement plans other than oil and gas timing
limitations, and as such, doesn't answer the scoping question on Page 1-11 for management of SDAs.

J.D. Barnett
Cheryl Eckhardt, National Park Service, Intermountain Region

Response:
The questions to be answered, as stated on Page 1-11, require that areas and resource values be identified and
management be defined. Both have been done in the Draft RMP/EIS. Some wildlife enhancement plans have already
been developed and would continue to be implemented. Monitoring of populations and trends will continue. BLM
does not believe that it can require additional limits on oil and gas development in the Wildlife Areas because the land
is already leased. Additional information on the impact to migratory birds has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The document lacks measures to prevent of wildlife habitat fragmentation caused by construction of roads, power
lines, and pipelines or an assessment of these impacts.

Charlene Anderson
Len Carpenter, Wildlife Management Institute

Response:
The likely increase in wildlife habitat fragmentation is documented in the Biological Resources sections under each
alternative in Chapter 4 as well as a qualitative discussion under Cumulative Impacts. BLM believes that it cannot
deny access to existing leases in many cases. Where possible, no surface occupancy constraints or limitations on
new leasing have been proposed to reduce damage to surface resources including wildlife habitat.
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Comment:
The scientific paper cited in SAIC (2002b) by Rost and bailey (1979) is woefully outdated.

Thomas Mullins, Synergy Operating, LLC

Response:
The BLM believes that Rost and Bailey (1979) in combination with other references in SAIC (2002b) provides an up-
to-date analysis of potential effects of roads on deer and elk. Even though this study is over 30 years old, it is still
cited in the some of the recant scientific literature regarding the effects of roads on deer and elk that were also cited
in SAIC (2002b).

Comment:
The one noteworthy exception to use of the best available information in the DEIS is its reference to the published,
scientific literature on the adverse effects of roads on the environment, particularly wildlife. In this area the DEIS
demonstrates familiarity with the pertinent scientific literature that documents extensive adverse road impacts on
wildlife. However, even after a review of previous scientific studies that suggest a high likelihood of significant
adverse effects on wildlife, the DEIS concludes that only minimal effects are anticipated (see p. 4-30). Providing a
thorough laundry list of the types of impacts expected to be generated by oil and gas development is necessary but,
by itself, not sufficient for NEPA purposes. The extensive oil and gas development proposed under all Alternatives
does not meet the agency requirement for environmental protection. In addition, the BLM is responsible for
quantifying the magnitude of those impacts and proposing mitigation efforts.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
In addition, the mitigation measures established in the DRMP are considered appropriate and reasonable to reduce
the impacts associated with oil and gas development.

Comment:
I could find no evidence in the DEIS that baseline data exist for individual species populations or their habitats. In the
absence of baseline information, the environmentally responsible course of action would be to collect such
information prior to development.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
While the BLM acknowledges that more baseline data on wildlife populations and trends are needed, development
will continue to occur, as described under the No Action Alternative. The Preferred Alternative, while allowing
additional oil and gas development, also proposes new wildlife areas and other SDAs to protect surface resources, as
well as additional monitoring, which could result in the implementation of new mitigation measures through adaptive
management, if determined to be needed.

Comment:
The DEIS lists a number of potential sources of stress on wildlife populations following oil and gas well projects.
However, after listing these multiple sources of stress, little qualitative, and no quantitative, analyses are conducted.
There is no attempt to relate the amount of habitat lost to the expected change in population numbers or population
distribution for any species. There is no analysis of the possible cumulative or synergistic (combined effects are
greater than the sum of the parts) effects that can arise from multiple stressors acting simultaneously on a wildlife
species.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
Without complete baseline data, the possible impacts can be identified, but further monitoring is needed to document
the trends and determine mitigation measures, if needed.
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Comment:
For species that are currently listed or candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act, some sort of
population viability analysis (PVA) should have been conducted. A minimal analysis requires, for each species, a
definition of suitable habitat, a mapping of the spatial distribution of the habitat, an estimate of local population sizes,
and general information on the movement and dispersal ability of the species. This information is required for a
minimally defensible PVA.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
The Biological Assessment (BA) prepared as part of this project defines suitable habitat and estimates local
population sizes and spatial distribution for species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) based on surveys
conducted by the BLM staff. BLM concluded within the B A that the implementation of Alternative D would result in a
may affect - not likely to adversely affect - determination for species listed under ESA. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service concurred with the BA. A summary of the BA is included as an appendix to the PRMP/FEIS.

Comment:
The DEIS lists fragmentation as a potential adverse effect arising from the oil and gas projects but falls to discuss it in
detail. The DEIS only provides estimates of the area of habitat affected, directly and indirectly, by oil and gas
development. Presumably, no spatial analyses of changes in habitat distribution were conducted. Sources of
fragmentation, such as those arising from road construction, well pads, and OHV traffic, are likely to have more
severe adverse consequences and should be evaluated in greater detail.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
Because the location of projected wells, roads, pipelines, and cross-country OHV travel over the planning period of
20 years is not known in more detail than the small scale described in the DRMP/EIS, spatial analyses of changes in
habitat cannot be conducted except in general qualitative terms. Due to market fluctuations and industry choice, oil
and gas development cannot be specifically located more than one or two years in advance. When site-specific
locations are known through Applications for Permits to Drill, site-specific environmental analyses will be completed.

Comment:
Even in the absence of detailed life history and behavioral data to assess fragmentation effects, general conservation
principles are often useful. For example, it is possible to ordinarily rank species on the basis of their degree of risk to
habitat loss and fragmentation based solely on general information on ecology and life history or similarities to well
studied species. For example, if a species is known to occur in distinct local populations and to have limited dispersal
capabilities, then it is likely to be a greater risk than a common species that can disperse long distances. Also, large
bodied species with large home ranges are also more vulnerable to fragmentation effects. Several schemes for
ranking the relative risks to persistence faced by species with diverse ecological characteristics have been developed
by state, federal, and nongovernment organizations. One of these ranking schemes should have been used in this
DEIS as a way to identify those species requiring more detailed assessment.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
It is questionable whether the use of the recommended ranking schemes would result in better analyses or resulting
effects determinations than that included in the DRMP/EIS without the baseline data specific to the planning area that
the BLM already acknowledges is needed.

Comment:
Given that the fragmenting agents in the proposed oil and gas project will remove native vegetation, introduce exotic
plants, increase the amount of bare and compacted soil, and increase levels of human harassment, it is highly
unlikely that any effects will be positive.

Barry Noon, Colorado State University, Dept. of Fishery and Wildlife Biology

Response:
Under the Preferred Alternative, the BLM would use native vegetation to stabilize disturbed soils, require weed
management plans to minimize the introduction and spread of exotic plants, and encourage new technology designed
to reduce the size of well pads (bare soil) and minimize traffic for maintenance activities that would increase human
harassment of wildlife. While impacts would still result, the goal is to reduce the impacts below the level of
significance where possible.
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Comment:
I would like to see provisions for periodic monitoring of different species to evaluate the extent of population declines
that are anticipated. If 20 years pass before we know the numbers, we may lose some species altogether in this area.

Janet Rees

Response:
Monitoring of wildlife populations has been conducted by the BLM and other agencies in the planning area and is
expected to continue.


	Appendix O-Bird Survey Data
	Appendix P-Public Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS and Responses
	Introduction
	Affected Environment
	Air Quality
	Alternatives Considered
	Alternatives Development
	Alternatives Support
	Biological Assessment
	Biological Resources Technical Report
	BLM Management Capacity/Strategy
	BLM Planning Criteria
	CBM
	Coal Development
	Coal Mining
	Conditions of Approval
	Cultural Resources
	Cumulative Impacts
	Directional Drilling Technical Report
	Economics
	Environmental Justice
	Fire Management
	Grazing
	Human Health Risk
	Land Exchanges
	Land Use
	Mitigations
	NEPA Procedures
	Noise
	OHV Use
	Oil and Gas Development
	Recreation
	RFDS
	RMP/EIS
	Road Management
	SDAs
	Soils
	Utilities Corridors
	Vegetative Resources
	Visual Resources
	Water Quality
	Water Resources
	Watersheds
	Wilderness
	Wildlife




